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AN 
ANSWER 
- TO 
Papiſts Proreſting 


AGAINST 


Pzoteſtant Popery-: 


Cty the Proteſter thinks my Anſwer to his Re- 


flections ſo great a Complement, I am reſolved to 
oblige him 2 little farther, and to complement him 
very heartily, and [ ſee no reaſon, but Complemen- 
ting may be a5 good a' word for Diſputing, as Repreſen- 


eng 15. , | 
Fe Reply conſiſted of two parts, 1, Concerning the Miſ- 
repreſentation of a Papiſt. 2. Concerning the Rule of- true 
Repreſenting, and I ſhall cooſtder, what the Proteſting Pa- 
piſt ſays toeach of them. . ..-. | oy 
- As for the Firſt, a Miſrepreſenter is ſo foul a Character, 
that no Man can- wonder, iff we think our ſelves con- 
cern'd to wipe off ſuch an imputation : and therefore I ex- 
preſly denied the charge, and made it appear from compa- 
ring his own Characters of a Papiſt Miſrepreſenced, and Re- . 
preſented gerber, that we had not charged them. falfly in 
any matter of Fa&t, and therefore are no Miſcepreſenters : 
for if wecharge them with believing and doing nothing, "_ 
what 


(2) 
what they themſelves confeſs to be their Faith and PraQice, 
wherein is the Mifrepreſentation ? 'Fhus I particularly ſhow- 
ed, that all-matters of Fact ( ng A where- 
in they diſfown the Doctrine of their own Church) in the 
Character of the Papiſt Miſrepreſented, are confeſſed and 
defended in the CharaQer of the Papiſt Repreſented; and 
the Proteſter hymſelf acknowledges, that 7 haze learnedly/( as. 
he is. pleaſed tq ſpeak ) difingriſhed between matrers of Diſputs, 
and f Repreſentation ; and if lo, then he _ to own, that 
we do not Miſrepreſent them: and this is all I undertook to 
rove in the firſt part of my Reply, and for that reaſon gave 
it the Title of, 4 Papiſt nut + gh Te by Proteſtants, wholl 
with relation, to'his Character of a Papiſt Miffepreſented, 
which I had' proved to contain nothing in it, which in a 
ſtrict and proper ſenſe can be called a Miſrepreſentation. We 
truly _ what the _ and — of the _ of 
Reme is, and this is trae Repreſenting; and thangh we ſay their 
Faith.15 UTQ8Qu$, 2nd their I ro, ces; corta x or ſugerſtiti- 
ou Ns TOO the Taws of God, and the uſages of the 
Primitive Church; yet whether this be true or falſe, it isno 
matter of Repreſentation, but Diſpute 3 though we believe 
thus of their Faith and Practice, we do-not charge them with 
believing: ſo, and therefore do not Miſtepreſent a Papiſt. 
Whether they or we be in the right is matter of Diſpute, 
and not to- be determined by Character-making, but by ag 
appeal: to che Laws-of God, and the- diQares of right. Rea- 
ſon, and the Authentick Records of the ancient-Chutch. 
While-we agree about matter of Fac, there can be no MiCſ- 
repreſenting on either fide, for there is a. great deal of dif- 
NS er EI ny 
ings3 al oped, the talk of 'Mifrepreſenring wou 
have been at anon. © otter 02 Soporte ; "_n 
- Butour Author, though he confeſſes.I' am in the: right, 
will have-us tobe Miſtepreſenters ſtill; He fays, 1 declare 
Manly, that Popery.is really that. Antichriſtian Religion, which Prq- 
 reft ants ſay 14, that- it teaches and prattifes alt theſe fapperier, ſu- 
i perffutions and non-ſenfe, whith have at any time beex charged againſt 
it by-Proteſtants,, But T never _—_ ſach thing yer, but-only 
Gid.and proved,. that all' matters of Fa& complained a 
£ ; a 


(3) 


che Character of a Papift Miſreprefented', are owned b 
himſelf in the Charadeer of a Papiſt Repreſented; and this, 
; eers. 


theaght, ww proof that we were no Miſrepreſen 
But che Title of my Reply offends him, 4 Papift nor 1Miſrepre- 


any time expoſed in by Members of the Reformation; by no means! 
If here have beenother Milrepreſentations of them,which our 
Author has not = given'us an account of, I can ſay nothing 
to them, till 1 


to my Book, and that related oy bo toy Character of a Pa- 


iſt Miſreprefented, which our A had given us, and 1 
Eadertook for that then, and will defend it fill, that there is 
no Miſtepreſearation in it. 


Of the ſame nature is what he adds, That 7 tel! my Reader 
in the name of all my Brethren, we charge them ( the Papiſts) with 
nothing , but what they expreſly profeſs to believe, and what they 
praftiſe 3 and thus fays the Proteſter, in this vne aſſertion wonches 
for the truth of all that infamy, and anexeſs, which is laid at 
their doors: and thus, for ought I fee, I am drawn in for 1 

reat deal more than I intended ; [ ſpoke with reference to 
Fis Characters, and now I muſt diſcharge the ſcores of all 
Proteſtancs ſince the beginning of the Reformation ; but 
when aMan's in, he mult get ont as well as he can: bat would 
Not one wonder, that there ſhould not be one word of his 
own Characters all this while 2 that inſtead of defendin 
his own yg rpg which he has ſo unjuſtly father 
upon us, he d be hanting about to pick up ſome new 
Miſrepreſencations for me to anſwer? There muſt be a rea- 
ſon for this, and I believe, I can gueſs what it is. bs 
Bur however he takes this 'occaſton to ranſack the Wri- 
tings of Proteſtants, and to fee what fine things they have 
ſaid of Papilſts, and to colle& a new Character of a Papiſt 
Miſrepreſented our of them. For fince all that proceeds from a Po- 
piſh band of this natnre is ſuſpeted awd challenged, and the double 
Charater of a, Papiſt. Miſrepreſtntod dv Repreſented ( about which, 
as the Replier ſays, there is ſo wuch pother and noiſe ) i queſtioned 
as to its method, its ſincerity, 4nd exdftneſs, we fl now follow owr 
Antheys call, and learn what _—_ from the Pens of ja 
2 ants, 


of ot bn 
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ants, and eſpecially from ſame of thoſe, who are ſupptſed\ ro kyow 
; ro Popery is, thus our a makes as many. turnings 
and doubſings as ever any poor Hare did, which was almoſt 
run down. Becauſe I have proved, that his Character of a 
- Papiſt Miſtepreſented, contains no Miſrepreſentation in ity 
properly ſo called, therefore forſooth we will not take Cha- 
rafters From a Papiſt, becauſe we confute them, 'as ſoon as 
they make them, which is_ not very civilz and therefore 
hoping that we will be more civil to Proteſtant Characters, 
he turns off the Diſpute to them; never did any Man take 
more pains to defend Popery, than he does: to prove a Px 

iſt to be Miſtepreſented ;, it ſeems there is ſomething inthe 
| World called opery; which he is very much athamed of, 
and it is well if it does not prove to be his owr beloved 
Popery at laſt. | : 

'« had told him as plainly as T could in Anſwer to his Cha- 
racer of a Papiſt Miſrepreſented, what I called Popery, and 
what I take to be the general ſenſe of Prorteſtanrs abour it, 
and ſhewed him evidently, that what he calls a Miſrepreſen- 
ration is none 3 nay. in moſt caſes I have allow'd hisown Cha- 
racer of a Papiſt Repreſented, and ſurely there is no Miſre- 
preſentation in that,unle(s he has miſrepreſented a Papiſt him- 
felf; and why is he not ſatisfied with this? why ſo much Zeal 
co prove us Miſrepreſenters, when we are willing to fall with 
the Market, and toabate as much in the Notion and Idea of 
Popery, as they are pleaſed to lower it? Why muſt we be 
bound to juſtifie that Repreſentation of Popery, which ſome 
Proteſtants have formerly made of it,, when Popery was quite 
another thing, than the Biſhop of Condom, and the Repreſenter 
have now made it, any more than they are bound to juſtifie 
every thing, which Thomas Aquinas, Or . Bellarmin, or Vaſquez, 
have taught for Popery ? | | 

But let us confider that Character, he has made of a 
Papiſt out of the Writings of Proteſtants , only I muſt 
Put him in mind , that he muſt ſtill diſtinguiſh berween 

matters of Repreſentation' and Diſpute. If the matter of 
Fac they _—_ them with be true”, they are no Miſte- 
preſenters 3 as for their . Reaſons and Arguments , I will 
zo more yadertake to defend all the reatonings- of Pro« 


(5) 
teſtants, than T ſuppoſe, .oux Prateſter will all the reaſon: 
ings of Papiſts. analog 
The firit_ Miſrepreſenter, he brings upon the: Stage, is 
?ehn Lord Archbifhop of York in his Manual or three (mall 
and pla Treatiſes, written for the; uſe ofa Lady 16- vg 
ſerve her from the danger of Popery. © And 15h 
ſay to this, 1s, that if what he tranfC:ibe$'our of his.Bodk, b 
2 Miſrepreſencation, -it is not-a Proteſtant, but -a* P60 iſh, 
Miſrepreſentatian. , For the Archbithop cites his Aud 
for what he ſays, as the very -Title of the Chaptet 'tells1 
which I ſhall here prefent tothe Reader;” with al up Re 
ferences and Authorities as/they are Printed in his Book; and 
leave the” Proteſter-to' conſidgr'of a good Reaſon, ” why" he 
left all cheſe*'Autrhorities one, © - * © _ 


CHAP.” VI, 


Rea ons of refuſal to-leave the Rom iſh Re ligion, 
| [ colletFed one of * Printed Aitthors, p< . 


F cannot leave my Religion. 
I. Reaſon, 


| 5 ern” we -muſt ſimply believe the Church of Rowe, 
whether. it teach true or falſe; - Srap/. Antidot in Evarg. 
Luk. IO. 16, pag. 528, | | 

| Andif the Pope believe there is no life to come, we' muſt 
believe it as an Article of our Faith. ' Buleradvs. 

And we muſt not hear Proteſtant. Preachers, though they 
preach the Truth. Khem, »pon Tit.'3, 10, And for your Scti- 
pture, we little weigh it. For the: Word of God, if- ic be 
not expounded as the Church of Rome will have it, is the 
word of the Devil, Hoſins de expreſſo verbo Dei, 


IL. Reaſon. 


Pap, 
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IL. Reaſon. 
. roo nuch upon the Otel, and S. Paxl's ville 
1 rely too whereas, the Goſpel is but a Fable of 


5; ,.& Pope vat — Fornphny tells us. -4pol. of H, Stephen 
$. Smoton, contre 
L Ch the Pape can d/pexſe th the New Teſtament, Pa 
avis (qe de divortits. 

he may check, when he pleaſes, +1 "—A—_ of S. Pawl. 
Ces Jane Concil. Log, nam, 1. Volum 
, Avg. controul any. thing avouched by all the Apoſtles 
a' in deci]. I, 1mm. 3. in noviſ. Anton, Alaria in addit, all 
cif. Rota nov. at Big. #, 10, And there is an etersa/ Golpel, 
to wit, that of the Holy Ghoſt, which puts down Crip, Ci- 
reltus a Carmelite ſet i it forth. 


III Reafes. 


You attribute all your Salvation to Faith in Chriſt alone. 
wW He is the Saviour of Mex only, but of no Femev, 
Dial. of Dives and Pauper, compl, 6. cited by Rogers upon the 
Artic, and Poftelias in Jeſuits Catech. 1. 1, cap. 10. 


S, Clare. . Som, in Morn, de 
Eccleſ. cap. 9. 
For Women are | 
ſaved by Poſtellus in Peſu- 
! its Catech. Lib. 8. 
Mother Jane. * cap. 10.. 


Nay to yoo properly, S. Frances hath redeemed as ma- 
ay, 5, as a ed fince his days.  Conformit. of $. Fran. 
he blood of $.. Thomas 4 Becker, Hor. Beat. Firg. 
os _— one man, by his (atisfaions, redeems an- 
—_ To Rhem, in Rom, __ i 09? 


IV. 


(>) 


I'V. Reafor. 


In your- Church there is but one way to remiſſion of ſins; 
which you call- Faith in Chriſt 3 but we have many. For 
we put away 


, Venials,witha little Holy Water,7eft. Rhem. in Rom:$; 15, 
| C 1, Merits of the B. Virg. Hor, B, rg. 
2, The Blood of Becker, 16: 
Our 3. <= Dei, or- Holy Lambs, Cererm. 
'I.t. 7. 
A AHortalr, by 4 4. Little parcels of the Goſpel, Breviar. 
| 5. Becoming Franciſcans,conf.l. 1,fel.101, 
6. A Biſhops pardon for 40 days, a 
Cardinals for an 100, days, and 
the Popes for ever. 
b Tax#Camer, apnd, Eſp,ini ad Tim, 


V. Reaſon, 


You ſtand too: preciſely upon your Secrawents,and require a 
tne Faith, in the partakers. Whereas with as, to become 
a Monk, or a Nun, is as good as the Sacrament of Bapri(m. 
Aquin, de: Ingreſ. Relig. l. 2.6, 21, 

And the very true: and real Body of Chriſt: may: be de- 
voured of Dogs, Hogs, Cats and Rats, Alex. Hales, purt. 
4+. 4. 45. Thom. parte 3. q+ 8. art.. 3. 


VT. Reaſon. 


Then for your Miniſters, every: one is allowed to have- 
his #ife ; or elſe inforced: to- live. chaftly : whereas with 
us, the-Pope himſelf cannot diſpenſe witha: Prieſt to marry, 
no more than he can priviledge him to'take a Purſe. T wr- 
ria found fault withal by Caſſur. conſult. art, 2.3. 

But Whoredom.isallowed all the year-long; Sze-Sparks's 
Diſcove;y, pag. 13. aud conſtitut.. Orhen... de concabit.. Cleric,re- 
wowend. FE 
| : d. 
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And another fin for 7une, 7uly, Auguſt, which you muſt 
not know of : Allowed. fax. this time by Sixtus Quartus to all 
the Family of the Cardinal of S. Lucie, Veſſel. Grovingesſ. tra, 
de indylgent.” titer. @ Jacob. raurent. 7eſuit. lib. pag, 196, vide 
7o.; Woljii leftion, memorab, centen, Ty. pag, 836, 
For indeed the wickedne/s of the Church: men is 4 prime 
Argument of the worthineſs of the Roman Church. Bellar, 
& 424 Row. Pont, tap; 14. Artic. 28, 

4 d:the Pope can make that righteous, which is anrighte- 
xr, |, 1. Decretal, Greg. tit, 7.c. 5. 
....And- yet can no Man fay unto him, Sir, why do you ſo ? 
In extrav, tom. 22, tital, 5. 6c. ad Apoſtolatus. 


V II. and laſt Reaſon, 


- You in the Church of E»gand have caſt off the Biſhopof 
Rome, whereas the Biſhop of Reme is a God. Diſh, 96. c, 
ſatis evidenter, & Panorm. cap. Quanto Abbas, | 

The .Uſe and Application of this Doctrine you may find 
in the next Chapter, anda particular proof that ſome Do- 
tines of the Roman Church defroy juſtice rowards Men in 
all relations ; as the Popes power of diſpenſmg with the duties of 
all relations : their Doftrines of probabilities, of mental reſer- 
vations, that the intention regulates the ation, that no Faith s 
to be kept with Hereticks ;, that the Pope may depoſe Princes, and 
diſpoſe of their Kingdoms, pardon, naycanomze King-killers, and ab- 
ſalve Subjetts from their Allegiance, &cC. 

I know our Author calls all this Miſrepreſentation , but 
that is not our Diſpute now 3 but whoſe Miſrepreſentation 
it is. It is plain, this is not Proteſtant but Popiſh Popery ;, for 
not Proteſtants, but Papiſts; were the Original Authors : 
And I doubt not, were it worth the while, it might eaſily 
be proved, that the groſleſt: Miſtepreſentations , which this 
Author charges on Proteſtants, are only tranſcribed out of Po- 
piſh Authors 3 and this he ſeems ro. own, when he is {o angry 
with us for proving theſe Miſrepreſentations, as he calls them; 
by appealing to their\own. private, but approved, DoCtors,wha 
have in plain terms:aflerted thoſe things, which poor Pro- 
teſtants. muſt not» repeat after them, without incurring the 


Cenſure of Miſrepreſenters. 
| Now 


oo ® 


oo 
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Now though we grant, that every Dodtrine, which we 
find in Popiſh Authors, __ not to be accounted an Article 
of the Romiſh Faith, yer it ſuch. Books be publiſhed by the 
authority of Superiors, and when they are publiſhed and 
known in the World, eſcape the Inquiſition and the Index 
expurgaterius, the Doctrines contained in them ought at leaſt 
to be looked on, as licenſed and tolerated Do&trines, and 
therefore conſiſtent with the Romitſh Faith, not a Miſre- 
preſentation of it. For will a Church fo tri and ſevere 
in its Diſcipline, and ſo jealous of Hereſies, which cenſures 
all the Ancient Fathers, and expunges out of their Wri- 
tings m_ paſſage, which in the leaſt favours of Here- 
fiez which will not entruſt the People to uſe the Bible 
for fear of their learning Hereſfie from it 3 I ſay will ſuch a 
Church ſuffer their own Doctors to publiſh ſuch Opinions 
to the World, as Miſrepreſent her own Faith and Wor- 
ſhip, without condemning, or paſſing the leaſt cenſure on 
them ? 

And therefore though we cannot prove from theſe pri- 
vate Doors, what the Faith of the Church of Rome is , 
and what all are bound to believe, who are of chat Com- 
munion, yet -by their Authority we may confute the charge 
of Miſrepreſentation. For no Proteſtant can be juſtly ac- 
cuſed of Miſrepreſenting the Doctrines of the Church of 
Rome, who charges them with no Do&trines, but what are 
allowed to be taught in that Church, as all thoſe Doctrines 
are, which are allowed by publick Authority to be Printed 
and Read in the Communion of that Church, eſpecially, as 
I obſerved before, where the Preſs.is kept under ſuch ſtrict 
Diſcipline, as it is in the Church of Rome. 

We mult not indeed charge all Papiſts with believing 
ſuch Do&trines, becauſe all are not bound to believe them, 
as they are to believe the Decrees and Definitions of their 
Councils 3 but we may ſay, that they are not contrary to 
the Faith of the Church, becauſe all Papiſts are allowed to 
believe them, who will ; for I preſume ail Men are allow- 
ed to believe that, which any Man among them is allow- 
ed to teach. | 

| However I hope, it may be ſome excule to the Arch- 
bithop, that he Miſrepreſents ay at ſecond hand, ( ſince 
Out 


( 10) 
our Author will have it to be a Miſtepreſentation ). and 
ſays no more than ſome Papiſts themfelvesſay, and re- 
ſolves all into the Credit and Authority of his Authors 3 
and I cannot think it a greater fault in a Proteſtant to give 
an account of ſuch pernicious DoCtrines and Opinions, as 
are owned by ſome of their own Writers, than it is in the 
Church of Rome to ſuffer them to be publiſhed by Autho- 
rity, and to paſs without any Cenſure, if they diſlike the 
Doctrine. ; 

As for what he tranſcribes out of Do&or Beard and 
Mr. Stcliff, I preſume, he intended we ſhould take it all 
upon his Authority 3 for he has not dire&ed us, where to find 
any of thoſe paſſages he has cited, and it is a little too much 
to read two great Books in Quarto to pick them out. With- 
out looking on the Books we might eafily perceive, that 
thoſe ſayings he has tranſcribed out of them, do not con- 
cern Reprelenting but Diſputing, and I never undertook to 
juſtifie every ſaying in Proteſtant Writers againſt Popery 3 
but yet ſome things ſounded fo harſh, that I vehemently 
ſuſpected foul play, and therefore had the curioſity to exa- 
mine, and found it to be, as I ſuſpe&ted. Some paſlages for 
which they produce their Authorities, and that very good 
Authorities as the World went then, are cited by the Pro- 
teſter, without any Authorities, as he dealt before with the 
Archbiſhop ; or what they prove by variecy of reaſons, -is na- 
kedly Repreſented without any reaſon ro back it; or their 
words are curtailed, or tranſplaced, which alters their ſenſe 
and fignification. I ſhall give ſome few inſtances of this out 


of Mr. S«tcliff, to let the World judge, viho are the Miſ- 
reprelſenters. 


wotations out of Mr, Sutcliff in the 
Papiſts Proteſting, &c. Mr. Sutcliff's Survey of Popery. 


| Hey. ſpeak what Inally they ſay, they are obſcure 
PF. 12s T they can in diſgrace F and hard to be a 


of _the Holy Scriptures. they ſpeak what they can in diſorbce of 

the Holy Scriptures, P. 6, 
They give the Office oF Chriſt's. They give the Office, 8c. teaching 
mediation to the Virgin 477, to that by their Merits Chriſtians ob- 


tain 


Cos 1} 


Angels and to Saints, they make 
alſo Saints our Redeemers. 

They overthrow Grace, and af- 
cribe the merit of our Salvation 
not to Gods mercy through Chriſt, 
not to the merit of his Paſſion , 
but properly to our own Works 
and Merits. 

They cut out the Second Com- 
mandment becauſe it cannot ſtand 
with the Popiſh worſhip of Images. 

They pray before Stocks and 
Stones, nay they put their truſt in 


them. 


" Papiſts think they do God good 
ſervice, when they murder true 
Chriſtians, 

By the Doftrine of Papiſts the 
Devils of Hell may be ſaved. 


Papiſts blaſphemouſly make 
Chriſt not only a deſperate Man 
without hope, but alſo an Inhdel! 
without Faith. p. 13. 


That Chriſt is not the Redeemer 
of all Mankind. 


tain their deſires, and are delive- 
red out of Purgatory, id, 
Albeit they exclude not Grace 
from the work of our Salvation , 
yet making Grace a Habit or Ver- 
tue, they overthrow Grace, GC. þ. 9. 


They cut out the Second Command- 
meat 1n the Offices of our Lady 
and their Primers, becauſe, &c. 16. 

Nay they put their truſt in them : 
for if this were not ſo, why ſhould 
they hope for better {ucceſs at the 
Image of our Lady of Loretto or 
AMeorſerat, than at any other Image 
or form of our Lady? p. 10. 

Proved from the cruel Executy 
ons in England, France, Germany , 
Spain, P. 23. | 

They teach, that the Devils of 
Hell may have true Faith, but our 
Saviour faith John 3. that whoſoever 
believeth in him ſhall not periſh , but 
have everlaſting life. So it follow- 
eth by the Dottrine of Papiſts, that 
the - Reprobates, and Devils in Hell 
may be ſaved, P. 28, 

They take from Chriſt both 
Faith and hope. Agzi. p. 3. 9. 7. art. 
4. Sothat which they falſely obje- 
&ed ro Calvin doth rightly fall up- 
on the Papiſts--- that they blaſphemenſ+ 
ly make Chriſt, &C. 

They afhrm the Virgin 2ary.to 
be conceived without original Sin; 
&c, of which it follows, that 
Chriſt is uot the Redeemer of all Mane 
Kind, for what needed they a Re- 

eemer,who were not born (inner: ? 
2. 41, G2 They 


They make Chriſt inferiour te 
Saints and Angels. 


They prefer the Pope before 
Chriſt. 


To the Images of the Croſs and 
Crucitix, they give as much ho- 
nour as is due to God. f. 14. 


They fall down like Beaſts be- 
fore the Pope, and worſhip him 
as God, aſcribing to him molt blaſ- 
phemouſly the honour due to Chriſt, 


The give divinehorfour to Ima- 
, Which they themſelves cannot 
= to be Idolatrous. 
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. They fay Maſſes in honour of 
Angels and Saints, but he, in whoſe 
honour a Sacrifice is offered, is 
greater than the Sacrifice: doth it 
not then appear, that while they 
offer Chriſts Body and Blood. in 
honour of Saints and Angels, they 
make Chriſt inferior to Saints and Au- 
gels? P. 42. 

They prefer the Pope before Chriſt, 
for Chriſt's Body, when the Pope 
goeth in progreſs, is ſent before 
with the Baggage, and when the 
Pope is near, goeth out to meet 
him, while all the Gallantsof Rome 
attend on the Pope. p. 43. 

To the Images, &C. —teaching 
their followers, that it is but one 
honour given to the Image, and 
the thing Repreſented by the Image. 


* 7 

. The fall dows, &C. Paulus Emi- 
lies 1, 2. telleth, how the Ambaſla- 
dors of Sicily cried thus to the Pope, 
Thou that takeſt away the ſins of 
the World have mercy upon us.— 
Stapleton to Greg. 13. calls him /- 
premum numen in terris; They eall 
him Vicar of Chriſt, the Monarch 
of the Church, the Head, the 
Spouſe , the foundation of the 
Church, aſcribing to him moſt Blaſ- 
phemonfly the honour due to Chrif.p, 72, 

They confeſs it Idolatry to give 
divine honour to Creatures. But 
they give divine honour to the Sa- 
cament, to the Croſs,and to Images 
of the Trinity, which, I hope, they 


 willnotdeny to be Creatures. 


The- 


The Romiſh Church conſiſts of 
2 Pack of Infidels. p. 15. 


Scripture and Fathers they read 
nor. 


In a member of the Catholick 
Church (they tay) neither inward 
Faith nor other virtue is required , 
but only that he profeſs outwardly 
the Romiſh Religion, and be ſub- 
x tothe Pope. _ 

They make more Conſcience to 
abſtain from fleſh on Friday, than 
' to murder Chriſtians. 


Divers poing of Popiſh Do- 
&rine are elpecially (aid to proceed 
from the Devil. 
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Faith is of things ( as the Papiſts 
ſay in their Catechiſm ) only pro- 
poſed to us by the Church; fo 
that if the Church propoſe not to 
us the Articles of Faith, we are not 
to believe them, if theſe Men teach 
truth. Further this ſheweth , the 
Romiſh Church conſiſts of a pack of In- 
fidels +, for if the ſame believed not 
without the authority ofthe Church, 
then ſhe did believe nothing of 
Chriſt, ſeeing the Papiſts acknow- 
ledge no other Church but that of 
Rome, and no Church can teach it 
ſelf. p. 178, 

Spoken of the Schoolmen (not 
of all Papiſts) upon the authority 
of Ferdinand Velloſillo, p, 200. 

This Opinion he attributes to 
Cardinal Bellarmin and Cites de Ec- 
cleſ. milit, cap, 2. 


They males more Conſtience, &C. as 
their curioſity in keeping the Faſt, 
and their cruelty in maſlacring 
Chriſtians declares. p. zo. 

Heinſtances inforbidding Mar- 
riage, and commanding to abſtain 
from meats, which he ſays are 
called in Scripture Doctrines of 
Devils. p. 213. 


That the Popiſþ Church hath no true Biſhops, that Popery in many points ts 
more abſurd and abominable than the Poftrine of Mahomet : That Papifts , 
that poſitively hold the heretical and falſe Do&rines of the modern Church of Rome, 
cannot poſſibly be ſaved, are the Titles of ſeveral Chapters, in which he en- 
deavours to make good theſe charges, how well let our Author conſider 3 
but all men will ſee, that this s not. Repreſenting but Diſputing, 
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This is abundantly enough to give the Reader a taſt of the Proteſters 
honeſty in Repreſenting, and how little I am concerned in theſe Quota- 
tions. If ſome Proteſtants have charged the Do&triaes and Practices of 
the Church of 4 e with ſuch conſequences as they cannot juſtitie, wi- 
ſer Proteſtants diſown it, and Papiſts may confure it, if they pleaſe, which 
will bea lictle mo:e tothe purpole, than to cry out ſo Tragically about 
Miſrepreſenting. 

Bur to make good this charge of Miſtepreſenting againſt us, he con- 
cludes with ſeveral paſſages out of the Homilies,concerning the worſhip of 
Saints and Images. Now if our Church be guilty of Miſrepreſenting 
in ner very Homilies, which we are all bound to ſubſcribe, we muſt 
acknowledge our ſelves to be Miſtepreſenters. But wherein does the 
Mitrepreſentation conſiſt > Do they not ſer up Images in Churches ? And 

do they not worſhip them ? Have they not a great number of Saints,whom 
' they worthip with Divine Honours ? The matter of fact is plain and 
confeſled, and therefore our Church does not miſrepreſent them. So 
that the only Miſrepreſentation he can complain of, is, that he doesnot 
like the judgment of our Church about the worſhip of Saints and Images, 
and we cannot help that. This is the belief of our Chuxch, and this is 
our belief, and let him prove us to be Miſrepreſenters in this, if he cans 
for thatis not proved meerly by his calling it Miſrepreſenting. 

Oaly I would gladly know of this Author, what he takes the judg- 
ment of the Church of E»g/and to be about the worſhip of Images ? 
Whether it be Idolatry or not ? If he thinks our Church charges them 
with Idolatry in worſhipping Images, (which I ſuppoſe he means when 
he complains of Miſrepreſentation, and picks out ſome paſſages, which 
look that way ) there is the authority of Door Godden againſt him (un- 
le(s he has changed his mind lately) who accuſes Dr: Sr. with contradict- 
ing the Church of England in his charge of Idolatry upon the Church of 
Rome, and makes it a certain mark of Fanaticiſm to do fo : and then hows- 
ever we may be thought to miſrepreſent the Church of Re in- this 
charge of Idolatry, we do not miſrepreſent the Church of Eng/azd in it, 
which is ſome farisfaction to us, that we are not Miſtepreſenters cn both 
ſides. But theſe Men take great liberties in Repreſenting the Faith and 
Do&trines of Churches. In one Kings Reign the Church of Eg/and does 
not charge the Church of Rome with Idolatry, in thenextit does; though 
their Articles and Homilies be the ſame {till : but they deal with the 
Church of Z=y/and no worſe than they do with their own Church; in one 
Age a Bel/armine truly Repreſents the Doctrine of their Church, in an- 
Other 2 Bithop of Condom ; and though the Council of Trent be bur 
one 
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one and the ſame, the Faith of it alters very often, as it may 
beſt ſerve the intereſt of the Catholick Cauſe. 

Our Author having expoſed the Proteſtant Charatter (as ,, .. 
he calls it) of a Papift, which he always looked upon no other, Nige | = q 
than of a Papift Miſrepreſented, he falls a commending the zeal 17, 
of Proteſtants againſt ſuch Popery with great earneltnels and 
paiſion, and therein we agree with him, as believing it to be 
very commendable 3 and do not doubt ( as he ſays) but 
thole Martyrs recorded by FOX, who for not embracing this Popery 
paſſed the f.ery Tryal, had ſurely a glorions Cauſe, and that the 
Trinmphs and Crowns of Glory, which waited for them in Heaven , 
were not inferior to what thoſe enjoyed , who ſuffered under Decius 
or Dioclelian. I agree with him allo, that there is no need of 
any longer diſagreement, that there is no neceſſity of keeping np names of 
diviſion, that Proteſtant and Papiſt may now ſhake hands, and by one 
[ubſcription cleſe into a Body, ana joyn in a fair and amicable cor- 
reſpondence : For if (as he ſays ) there is no Papiſt, but will 
give his hand for the utter ſuppreſſing this kind of Popery, I (ee no P. 18. 
reaſon, why they may not joyn in Communion with the 
Church of Erg/azd which has {upprefled it. But I am not of 
his mind, that all the Strife h.us been about a word ; for the 
Diſpute has been about the Worſhip of Saints, and Images , 
about Tranſubſtantiation, worſhipping the Hoſt, Commu- 
nion in one kind, Service in an unknown Tongue, the au- 
thority and theuſe of the Holy Scriptures,the Sacrament of Pe- 
nance, Indulgences, Purgatory, the Popes Supremacy, and 
ſeveral other material differences 3 which are ſomething more 
than a meer Word ; will they now part with all theſe Do- 
arines and Practices, ſince they have been informed by great and 
good authorities, what the nature and evil tendency of theſe things 
15? No |! by no means, they will retain all thete Do&rines and 
Practices (till,but will renounce and abhor ail chat evil, which 
Proteſtants charge them with. They will pray to Saints, and 
wor{hip Images itil!, but they will abhor all- Heatheniſh Idola- 
try in ſuch Worthip, &c.but what reaſon is this for Proteſtants 
to joyn with them in one Communion, while they retain the 
ſame Faith and Worſhip, whichat tirſt made a ſeparation ne- 
ceilary, and we retain the ſame opinion of their Faith and 
Worthip, wi.ich ever we had? If Papitts be the ſame, & Pro- 
teltants the lane, tnat ever they were, if Separation wete 
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once neceſſary, ſurely it is ſo ſtill, What change 'is there 
now in Papiſts, which was not before, that ſhould now in- 
vite us to embrace their Communion ? Yes they abhor all 
that which Proteſtanes call Popery. This is good news, but 
let us a little better underſtand it. Do they abhor the Wor- 
ſhip of Saints and Images, and the Hoſt? Do they abhor 
the Docrines of Tran(ubſtantiation, Penances, Indulgences, 
Purgatory > Do they renounce th2 Popes Supremacy, &c. 
no ſuch matter ! bur they abhor thoſe Opinions, which Pro- 
reſtarts have of theſe things; did they then ever believe that 
theſe Dodtrines and Practices were ſo bad, as Proteſtants al- 
ways did, and to this day, ſay they are ? if not, what change 
is therein them, that ſhould invite us now- to a reconciliati- 
on? Did Proteſtants ſeparate from Papiſts, becauſe they be- 
lieved, that Papiſts thought Idolatry lawful > Tf not, why 
is their abhorring 1dolatry, while they do the ſame things, 
that ever they did, a ſufficient reaſon for a re-union ? Sup- 
poſe ſome Common-wealths-men, who take up Arms a- 
gain(t the King, ſhould tell che Royaliſts, who fight for him, 
that they have all this while miſtaken one another, that for 
their parts they hate Rebellion, as much as they can do, and 
. have been greatly miſrepreſented by thoſe who have called 
them Rebels: the flrife has been only about a word, and there- 
fore it is time for them now to joyn all together, not in their 
duty to their Prince, but in oppoſing him 3 though I dare 
not ſmile at our Author for fear of his diſpleaſure again, yet 
I fancy a good Subje&t would entertain ſuch a propoſal with 
a very diſdainful ſmile. 

And therefore as for miſrepreſenting, our Author may 
complain on till he is a weary , but he can never prove us 
ro be Miſrepreſenters, while they ſtil] own that Faich and 
Worſhip, which we charge them with, and if he thinks we 
cenſuretheir Dofrineand Worſhip too ſeverely, let him vin- 
dicate it, when he can. TN 

In my Reply I conſidered, what were the faults of his two- 
fold Character of a Papiſt miſrepreſented, and repreſented, and 
{ha!l now briefly examine, what he ſays to it. 

As for the Character of a Papiſt miſrepreſented, I obſer- 
ved, 1. That he pt ſuch things into the Charafter, as no Man in 
has wits ever charged them with: As that Papiſts are wot permitted 
ts 
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to bear Sermons, wkich they are able ta. underſtand , or that they held it 
lawful te commit 1dolatry ; or that the Papiſt. believes the. Pope to.be his 
great God, and to be far above all Angels, which the Anſwerers calls 
Childiſh and wilful miſtakes. And et ( ſays the Proteſter, p. 19. ) 
thoſe very things almoſt in expreſs terms, and others far more abſurd, 
we ſee charged on them, as is ſhewed above; that is 1n the Quotati- 
ons out of the Archbiſhop. and others. - But I can ſee no ſuch 
thing, unle(s.che Supremaum. numen in terris (as Stapleton calls Gree. 
13.) {tgnifie that the Pope is their great, God, and [then I mult 
beg his pardon, that I did not think any Man in his wits fo filly, 
asit ſeems ſome of their own great Divines have been, for this 
is not a Proteſtant, but a Popiſh repreſentation of them. | 

2, I found fault, That the Opinions of Proteſtants concerning. Po- 
piſh Dottrints and Prattices, and thoſe ill conſequents which are charged 
and juſtly charged upon thtm, are put into the. Charatter of ,a. Papiſt 
miſrepreſented, as if they were bis avowed Doftrine and Belief, For 
whoſoever gives a Character of a Papiſt, ought only to repre- 
ſent, what his Faith and Practice is, not what Opinion, he, who 
gives the Character, has of his Faith and Practice: for this does 
not belong to the Character of a Papiſt ,, but only ſignifies his 
own private Judgment, who gives che Character : while we 
charge Papiſts only with matter of Fact, what they believe and 
what they practiſe, this is a true Character, and no Miſrepre- 
ſentingz but if we put our own Opinions of his Faith and Pra- 
Rice into his Character, this is Mifrepreſenting, becauſe a Papiſt 
has not the ſame Opinion of thele things, which we have, and 
this makes it a falſe Character. 

. To this the Protelter anſ{wers. p. 20. This is a pretty ſpeculative 
quarrel, I confeſs, and might deſervedly find room here, were i: our buſineſs 
to conſider the aue method of miſrepreſentation in the abſtratt : But as our 
preſent concern ſtanas,here s 4 quaint conceit loſt for coming in a wrong place, 
For what had the Author of the 1iiſrepreſentation todo with theſe Rules ? 
He did not intend to miſrepreſeat any Boay, This is very pleaſant 'a 
Man, who undertakes to inake Characters, is not bound to con- 
{ider, what a Character is, nor what belongs to repreſenting, nor 
miſrepreſenting. Any Man would have thought {o indeed, who 
had read his CharaGets, but I never expected, that he ſhould have 
ſaid ſo. But he aid not intend to miſrepreſest any Body, and therefore 
had nothing to do with thoſe Rules; but he intended, it ſeems, 
to give an account, how Papiſts are miſrepreſented by Proteſtants, - 
and therefore ought to nave underitood, what is Milrepreſenting, 
and not have called that Mulreprefenting, which is not. _ 

ur 
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But his Province-( he ſays) was only to draw forth the Charafter of a 
Papiſt, as it is commonly apprehended by the Valgar or the Multitade, 
with the common prejudices and miſtakes that generally attend ſuch a- no- 
rios, Now I would fain know; whether this Charafter, as it lies. in the 
Peoples beads, is diſtingwiſhed* into antecedents and conſequents;, whe 
ther they, when they hear one declaiming againſt Popery for committing 
Idvlatry, as-bad'or -worſh than that of the groſſeſt Heathens, worſhipping 
Stocks: and Stones for Gods, diftinguiſheth between the Dottrine of the 
Papiſts, and theſe interpretati:ns and conſequences charged againſt it, 
Thus in-ſhort he tells us, The CharaZer of a Papift Miſrepre- 
ſented- was intended only, as the Author expreſſes himſeif in his intre- 
auttion, for a Copy of Popery as paimted'in the imagination of the Valgax, 
and if it be conforms to that, it is exatt and perfect and if there be any 
faults ia it, the blame muſt fall on thoſe, who drew the Original, Tlys 
is the: ſum: of his excuſe for putting ſuch things into the Cha- 
racer of a Papiſt Miſrepreſented, as do not belong to Character- 
making, nor are in a ſtrift and proper ſenſe Miſrepreſentations. 
"That the common People, who do not diſtinguith- between An- 


-tecedents and Conſequents, have ſuch an idea and notion of a 


Papiſt, as he has deſcribed in the Character of a Papiſt Miſre- 
repreſented. Well, ſuppoſe this, how does this mend the mat- 
ter ? If his Character of a Papiſt Miſrepreſented, be no miſre- 
preſentation, then our People, who have this notion of a Pa- 
piſt, arenot Miſrepreſenters. Now this is that, which T under- 
rook to prove in my Reply. That there is nothing of miſrepre- 
ſentation, properly ſo-called; in his Character of a Papiſt Miſre- 
preſented ; It is a falſe Character indeed, becauſe it contains ſuch 
things, as are not- matters of Repreſentation, but of Diſpute, and 
thereforedonot belong to a CharaCter;but ſeparate matters of Fact 
from matters of Opinion and Diſpute,as I have particularly done in 
my Reply.,and the Character of a Papiſt Miſrepreſented contains no- 
matter of Fact, excepting ſome very few things, but what the Cha- 
rater ofthe Papiſt Repreſented owns. And'therefore as fas 2s it 
can be called aCharaeer.it is a true one. And if this (as he fays) be 
a Copy of Popery-as paintea-in the imagination of the Vulgar, the Original 

can have no more of miſrepreſentation-in it, than the Copy has. 
Bur though the Proteſter does acknowledge, that there is a 
real difference-between Repreſenting the Doctrines and Practices 
of Papiſts:,. and: declaring- our own- Judgment: and Opinion 
concerning thenr, he ſuſpe&ts the People do- not diſtingaiſh be- 
tween: Antecedents- and  Conſequents ,. between the: Doftrines: cf the 
Papifts- and - theſe: interpretations: and conſequeaces - charged. on-it. 
1 hey: 
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They ſwallow all down greedily in the lump, Autecedents and Con- 
ſequents go down with them all at once, But what does he mean 
by chis ? chat any Proteſtant People are- ſo filly as cothiak 
that Papiſts believe as bad of their own Religion, as they be- 
lieve of it? That Papiſts believe 1dolatry to be lawful, as 
he tells us in the CharaQer of a Papiſt Miſrepreſented ; or 
that they:believe the Worſhip of an Image to be Idolatry ? 
no, I afſure him, our People are taught, what Popery is in 
its gennine purity, as he (peaks; they know in the moſt mate- 
rial points, what the DoEtrine of the Church of Rome is, and 
aretaught, what to think of it; and when they heat or read 
our Ditputes againſt the Church of Rome, they are not ſo weak 
25 to believe, that we and Papiſts have the ſame Opinions 
about Worſhipping Szints and Images, and the Hoſt, &<c. 
and therefore are not in danger of affixing ſuch Opinions on 
Papitts,as wn hear us charge on Popery. So that this is a very 
needleſs fear he is in, and it nothingelſe hinders, he may (as he 
promiſes) reform hisCharacter of a Papiſt Miſrepreſented, 

I muſt confeſs we are pretty poſitive in declaring to our 
People the evil and danger of Popery. We tell them what 
we think of it, not as #hinking fignifies doubtfulneſs and un- 
certainty, but an aflared perſwation founded on Reaſon, Scri- 
prure, and the beſt Authorities : as he complains, that we go 
beyond thinking, and inſtead of ſaying we think ſo, we poſitively ſay, 
ſoit is, But if we are in theright, there is no hurt in this, and 
we ſhall believe o, till they can prove, that we are in the 
wrong 3 we do not indeed pretend to Infallibility, but we think 
our (elves as certain, as thoſe who do. 

This is the ſum of what he ſays in defence of his Cha- 
rater of a Papiſt Miſrepreſented, that though he acknow- 
ledges my diſtinCtion to be | pn between Matters of Diſpute 
and of gn and conſequently that his Character 
of a Papilt Miſrepreſented has nothing of miſrepreſentation 


init, truly ſocalled; yet he ſays, this 1s the Idea of a Papilt, a& 
y the Vulgar, who do not # 


as it is commonly apprehended 

diſtinguiſh between Antecedents and Conſequents, but what- 
ever they hear ſaid of Popery, they take to be the Eaith of a 
Papiſt, without diſtinguiſhing what it is the Papiſts own, and 
believe, and praCtiſe, and what guilt Proteſtants charge them 
with for thus believing and doing:-that when they hear the 
Papiſts charged with Idolatry for Worlhipping Images, they 


as verily think, that Papiſts believe Idolatry to be lawfa!, as 
D z they 
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they do, that they: believe it\lawfal to Worſhip Images. - If 
there beany among. us fo very-lily,. I dare'ſay, they can nei 
ther Read nor Write, and therefore he might have ſpared his 
pains in writing and printing CharaRers for them ; and if his 
Character of a Papiſt ( as he ſays) be what he thought of a Pa- 
piſt, while he himſelf was a Proteſtant, -it ſeems be. was in a 
very low diſpenſation then, -and conld/not himſelf diftingaiſh 
Letween Anteceaents and 'Conſequents,, but ſwallowed all down toge- 
ther, though he is now improved into a Writer of Characters 3 
and may they never have any wiſer Converts. However this 
does plainly yield the cauſe, that the Proteſtant Clergy, and: 
underſtanding Gentry and Laity, who can diſtinguiſh berween 
Antecedents and Conlequents, are no Miſrepreſenters ; and as. 
for others; we fear, they have a great many more Miſteprefen- 
ters on their ſide, than we hope, we have-on ours. . +. | 
Let us now conſider his Character of. a Papilt Repreſented,. 
and what the faults of rhat are. ' Now the general fault is, that 
whereas one might reafonably expect, that there thould be 
ſome difference between-the Character of a-Papitt Mitrepte- 
ſented, and of aPapiſt Repreſented, and he has endeavoured' 
ro make his Readers believe, that there is, yer-in truth-there is 
none in moſt parts of the Character. For what does ſtrictly be- 
long to Repreſentation, that is, all matter of Fact, is the ſame 
in both. For, 1, He having. put the Opinions: of Proteſtants 
concerning Popiſh DoErines and Practices into the Chara- 
Cer of- a Papitt Miſrepreſented, as if they-were: his! avowed 
Doctrine and Belief; in the Character' of -a Papiit: Repre- 
ſented he denies, that he. believes thoſe Interpretations and 
Confequences; and this he might very eaſtly do, becauſe ( as 
he obſerves, p. 24.) no boay charges him withybat belief; and vhere- 
as he:ſays, then he contraditts vs Budy, arid he: hepes there ts no fault 
iz that, he. is ſo fer in; the right:z but his-fault is, tharhe im- 
poſes upon his Reader, with an: appearance of a Miſrepreſen- 
tation, when there. is gone and by his denying that they. be- 
lieve ſuch things, would pertwade the World, that Prote- 
ſtants. charge Papilts with believing all_chele ill things chem- 
(elves, which-we ſay. of,'theis Faith and Worſhip: a tign that 
he was hard pur to it; to find out ſome Proteſtant Miſrepreſen- 
rations of Papiſts. And 2. As for matter of Fact, which alone 
is proper for a; CharaQter, #%e - generally owns the Doftrines and 
Praftices we charge them with; and his ſaying, how could (his poſ- 
$y be otherwiſe; og they thayge us with ore, but- what 'we e2- 
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”eſly/ profeſs to &wn (in which he reflets upon whatT had aid 
nas that wecharge them with believing nothing, but 
what they exprelly profeſs to believe) is nothing to the pur- 
poſe 3 for it is not abſolutely what we charge them with, bat 
what he himſelf makes us charge them with in his Character 
of a Papiſt Miſrepreſented, and calls us Miſrepreſenters for do- 
ing ſo,. that he owns in the Character ofa Papiſt Repreſented, 
as I particularly ſhewed in my Reply 3 now the queſtion is , 
why he calls one Character a Mitrepreſentation, and the other 
a Repreſentation, when the matter of Fact is the ſame in both ? 

Bur then (3.) I obſerved, that in ſome caſes he diſowns that to 
be the doftrine ard belief of their Charch, which manifeſtly is ſo, 
and has been proved on them, beyond all. poſſibility of a fair Reph, 
by the learned Anſwerer, To which he Anfwers : then for all his 
word, we are 1a ſome caſes charged with more than we expreſly pro- 
feſs to believe, But he muſt know we do not take the profeſſi- 
on of the Roman Faith from every private Character-maker, 
but: from the authentick Records of their Church 5 and it 
they deny what their Church teaches, and requires them to 
believe, it is not indeed their Faith, but yetit.ought to be ſo: 
and though he may huff at manifeſtly axd proving, I ſuſpect, 
he will take alittle time before he brings it to the Tryal. 

This is a ſuthcient anſwer to his freth complaint of Miſre- 
preſentations. I now proceed to the ſecond part of the Reply, 

The rale of true Repreſcating, or the Rule whereby the Do- 
Erine of the Church of Zoe is to be known. He appealed to 
the Council of Trent,and the Catechiſm ad Parcchos, and theſe 
F acknowledged to be authentick Rules ; but {ince Catholick 
Divines differ about the tenſe of rhe Council and Carechifir, 
the queſtion is, Why we mult prefer his fenfe of the Councii 
and Catechiſm before Cardinal Zelarmizn's, or any other Di- 
vines of Note and Eminency in the Church of Rome, who 
lived ſince the Council of 7rear, and may. be preſumed to 
underſtand the meaning of it, as well as the Repreſenter 
and therefore to remove this difhculcy in his Reflections he 
appealed to the Biſhop of Condom, as the Authentick Expo- 

fitor of the Council and Catechiſm, and told us, how his 

Book had been approved by many Biſhops, and Cardinals , 

and by the preſent Pope himſelf, and therefore. has the ax- 

thority of the See Apoſtolick, 

To this I anſwered in my. Reply (p. 44. } that the atteſta- 
tion given to. Cardinal Bellarmin's.Controverlies was not infe- 
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rior to that given to the Biſhop of Condow's Expoſition of the 
Do&tine of che Catholick Church; that it was Dedicated te. 
Pope Sixtxs 5. and that with the Popes leave and good li- 
king, which is not much inferior to a teſtimonial under the 
Popes hand 3 and why then are not Be{armiz's Controverſies 
as authentick a rule for the Expoſition of the Catholick 
Faith, as the Biſhop of Condoms ? But to this he thought fit to 
anſwer nothing. 

And whereas he pretengsthat the Popes approbation gives 
it the authority of the Apoſtolick Seer: I acquainted him our of 
Melchior Canus ;, That the name of the Apoſtolick See does not fig- 
nifie the Pope in his private capacity, but in his Chair, or doing ſuch 
things, and in ſuch a manner, as belong to the Papal Chair, that is, 
net giving bis own private ſenſe, but proceeding in Council with the 
advice of good and learned Mens, and therefore that is not to be 
accounted the fudoment of the Apoſtolick, See, which is given only 
by the Biſhop of Rome, privately, malicicuſly, and inconſiderately, 
or with the advice only of ſome few of his own mind, but what he 
determines upon a due examination of the thing , by the advice and 
Counſel of many wiſe Men, 

To this the Proteſter anſwers tht it 5s only an ungrounded 
and ill-turned conſequence, that becauſe that is net to be accounted 
the judg ment of the Apoſtolick. See, which is given only by the Pope , 
privately, maliciouſly, and inconſiderately, or with the advice only of 
ſome few of his own mind, therefore this learned Prelates Expoſiti- 
en of the Catholick Faith is to be thrown by, as of no Authority ,, ſo 
that our Replier 'has here concluded without any more ado, that the 
approbation of this Book was only given privately, maliciouſly, in- 
conſfiderately, or elſe with the advice only of ſome few of the Popes 
ews mind, otherwiſe the Conſequence will not hold, But I thought. 
Can had told us, what was neceſlary to make the Popes ap- 

obation the judgment of the + a5 See, as well as what 

inders it from being (0. That the Pope mult give judgment 
according to the due form and method of proceedings be- 
longing to the Apoſtolick Chair, in full Council, after due exa- 
mination, and with the advice of many wife Men. Now I 
only defire to know, whether the Pope in a full Council of 

Cardinals, did give judgment ex Cathedra, that the Biſho 

of Condam's Book was a true Expolition of the Catholic 
Faith ; For if he did not, though tle Pope and all his Cardi- 
nals ſhould fingly for chemſelves give their own private judg- 
ment and approbationof it, according to Canes his rule, it is 
; nar 
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not tl;e judgment-of the Apoſtolick See ; for itis a private 
judgement , whether it be malicious. or not, which I was 
fo far from concluding without. mers ado, that, as the Proteſter 
obſerves, I did not ſo much as tranſlate it, (thoughT put ir 
in the Latine Quotation-in the Margin, which is an argument 
E did not deſignedly conceal it) becauſe I thought it was need- 
kefs ro my purpoſe :: and yet the Conſequence holds good 
without it,ifit be nota judgment ex Catheara,it is not the judg- 
ment of the Apoſtolick See, which was all I intended to prove 
and our Author inhis Jong harangue has ſaid nothing to prove 
that it was, nay is ſo far from that, that he avoided the very 
mentioning: of that, becauſe he knew not what to ſay to it. 
Aalitionfly and inconſiderately were pretty words to deſcant up- 
on, but the Cathedra choaked him. 

The truth is the principal Commendation, which is given 
to the Bithop of Condw's Book, is, that itisa new way of 
dealing with Hereticks, and that which they hope may be 
more effe&tual than Diſputing has been; but there is none of 
them, that make ic the Rule, much leſs the - only Rule of 
the Catholick Faith. Cardinal de Buillon acquaints Cardinal 
Bona, that there are ſome (and he ſpeaks of Catholicks) who -find 
ſome fault in it and Cardinal Sigiſmond Chigi in his Letter to 
the Abbot of Dangear, though he highly commends him , 
yet is far from: allowing his Book to be the Standard of 
the Catholick Faith, or the Authentick interpretation of the 
Council of Trent, when he teils the Abbot, certainly it was 
ner his ( Condom's) intention to give the interpretation of the 
Tenets of the Comncil, but only to deliver them ia his Book right- 
ly explicated, in ſuch fort, that Hereticks may be convinced : that 
is, he did not alloiw hint to interpret the Council, but com- 
mends him for dealing with Hereticks in a neiv, and, as he 
thought, more advantageous method, than had been . former- 
lyuſed; and tothis purpoſe the Pape commends him, that bis 
Expoſition of the Catholick Faith contains ſuch Dofrine, . and is com- 
poſed in ſuch a method, and with ſo much prudence, that it 1s thereby 
rendred proper to inſtruft the Readers clearly 'in few - words, and to 
extort even from the unwilling, a confeſſton-of th Catholick Faith, 
Now to me this ſeems to fall very ſhort of making the Biſhops 
Expoſition the Authentick- interpretation of che - Council of 
Trent ; that what ever the - Biſhap of Condom: ſays, is the ſenſe 
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and whoſe Books have been received-with as univerſal appro- 
bation, are of another mind; and which ſignifies a little with 
us Proteſtants, where the plain words .and reaſon of the 
Council is againſt him. 

I would delire our Author to tell me,whether the Pope,when 
he approved the Biſhop of Condew's Book,did at the ſame time 
condemn Cardinal Be/armin's, or 'thoſe other Divines and 
Schoolmen, who give ſuch a different explication of the Coun- 
cil of Trent, from what this Biſhop does ; if hedid not, what 
authority has he given to this Expoſition, more than any other 
Catholick Doctor may challenge > Why may we not, if we 
pleaſe, follow Bellarmin, or Srarez, or Vaſquez, or Cajetan, as 
well as Condom > Our Author thinks it the thorteſt and eaheſt 
way to decide this Contropgerlie whether he have truly Repre- 
ſented the Faith of.a Papiſt, by making an experiment : 
Thus he concluded his Reflections, p. 19. Do but you, or any 
Friend for you (though I did not know before , that the 
Church of Reme would admit Proxies in the profeſſion of 
our Faith) give yowr aſſent to thoſe Articles of Faith, as 1 
have Repreſented it, in the very form and manner as I have ſtated 
them, in that Charafter of a Papift Repreſented 5; and if npon your re- 


" eneſt, you are not admitted into the Communion of the Roman Ca- 


tholicks, and owned to believe aright in all thoſe points, Tle then 
confeſs, that I have abuſed the World, that my Repreſenting is Miſ- 
preſenting the Faith of the Papiſt, To this I anſwered in my 
Reply, p. 40. that I did believe that I1is Repreſentation was 
the Faith of a Papiſt, excepting what concerned the depoſing 
Doctrine, and ſome few other points, which I had before 
particularly remarked (not that this is the ' whole of what 
Papiſts believe, but that it is right as far as it goes) but we 
did not like his Faith ſo well, as he had Repreſented it, as to 
make the experiment. This I thought had been anſwer 
enough for any reaſonable Man, but in his Anſwer to the Re- 
ply, heis ſtill for new experiments, as being much eaſter than 
Diſputing,which he does nor like, and now the trial is, That if 
notwithſtanding my refuſal to admit the depoiing Dottrine, and the 
Popes Infallibility, but as ftated bythe Repreſenter ( that 1s, NOt as 
Articles of Faith ) Ibe ot judged ſufficiently qualified as to theſe 
points, to be received into the Communien of the Roman Catholicks, 
then he will grant, that I have reaſon to charge the Repreſexter net to 
have done his part in theſe particulars, that is, not to have truly 
Repreſented the Faith of a Papiſt. 

| Now 
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Now in anſwer to this, I beg his leave,that I may take my turn 
too in making Propoſals, and I will do it very gravely, without 
the leaſt Smile, ſince | ſee he is offended at it, and thar is this. 
Suppoſe | ſhould reſolve to be a thorough-paced Papiſt, and in- 
ſtead of aſſenting to his Repreſentation, ſhould rather chuſe that 
Repreſentation, which Cardinal Be{armine has made of the Faith 
of a Papiſt, who does not mince the matter, as to worſhipping 
Images, and praying to Saints, and truſting in their aid and 
aſliſtance,&c. who makes the Popes Infallibility and his Depoſing 
Power an Article of Faith ; ſhould 1 be thought ſufficiently qua- 
lified, as to theſe Points ( wherein the Cardinal expreſly contra- 
dicts and condemns our Authors, and the Biſhop of Condoms Re. 
preſentation) to be received into the Communion of Roman Ca- 
tholicks? If 1 ſhould ( andy] will venture the Proteſtor to ſay, 
that I ſhould not) then if hif Argument from Experience be good; 
i is plain, That Cardinal Bel/armine has made a true Repreſen- 
tation of the Roman Catholick Faith z and thus we have Expe- 
rience for both ſides, for Cardinal Bellarmine, and for the Biſhop 
of Condom, and our Repreſenter and yet it is ſomewhat ſtrange, 
they ſhould be all true Repreſenters, eſpecially in thoſe points, 
wherein they contradict each other. 

This.the Biſhop of Condom was aware of, and therefore con- 
cludes his Book with a Caution againſt it to thoſe, who ſhould 
think fit to anſwer it. That it would be a quitting the deſign of this 
Treatiſe, to examine the different Methods which Catholick, Divines 


maks uſe of, to eſtabliſh or explicate the DgArine of the Council of Condom'sEx- 
Trent, and the different Conſequences, which particular Doftors have 29 p- 51- 


drawn from it, Which is a plainzConfeſſion, that other Carholick 
Dwvines do not agree with him in this Method, nor allow of thoſe 
narrow Bounds, which he has ſet to the Catholick Faith; and 
therefore it was wiſely done of him to perſuade his Anſwerers, 
to take no notice of any ſuch Diſagreement, and it will be a great 
piece of Civility and good Breeding in them not to'doit; but how 
other Catholick Divines will take this, 1 cannot tell. 

This is enough in all Conſcience concerning the Biſhop of Cor- 
dom's Authority, which | muſt ſtill ay is zothing, when we ſpeak 
of an Authentick Rule of expounding the Catholick Faith, in 
which ſenſe our Author appeals to him ; though we will allow 
him the Authority of a wiſe and prudent man, whoſe writings are 
publiſhed and approved by Publick Authority, as the writings of 
other Catholick Doctors are, _—_ is all the Authority _ 
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teftants give to our beſt Writers; and therefore the Protefter 
has no reaſon to complain (as he does p. 27. ) of an uneven bind 
of Juſtice and Reaſoning in this matter, and whoever defires a more 
particular acconnt of the Biſhop of Cordow's Authority, and thole 
Glorions Teftimonies which are given to his Book, if ke be a 
reaſonable man, may find SatisfaCtion in the Preface to the late 
Anſwer to the Biſhop of Condom. 

But the truth is, I know no reaſon there is for all this Diſpute. 
I told the Refleftor before, that I did not like his Faith, though 
it were as he hasrepreſented it; ſhould we allow the Biſhop of 
Condom's Expoſition, and his CharaCter of a Papilt repreſented, 
to contzin the true Catholick Faith, and that this is the whole 
of what the Touncil of Trc*t has determined, yet I can never be 
of this Religion ; and ſince he wasgpot fatisfied with my bare 
telling him ſo, I will now give him ſome Reaſons for it, and par- 
ticularly (hew him, what it is t diſlike in. Monſieur de Mraux 
the late Biſhop of Co2dom his Expoſition of the Loctrine of the 
Church about the Objet of Worſhip, Invocation of Saints, and 
worſhip of tmages, and take the flouriſhes of his IntroduCtion in- 
to the bargain. And 1 chuſe theſe Heads, becauſe theſe are the 
matters, wherein he principally appeals to-the Biſhop of Cox- 
do, and about whichonly he has offered any thing like an Ar- 
gument, in his anſwer to my Reply : And 1 am asglad to take 
any. opportunity of uſeful Diſcourſe, as our Author ſeems 
cantious not to give any. Ard that neither he nor the Bithop 
may have any occahon of Quarrel, I ſhalt oblerve the Directions 
the: Biſhop has given to thoſe, who think ft to anſwer to his 
Freatife. . 

He tells us; To uwge any thing ſolid againſt this Treatiſe ( the 
m—— ) and which may come home to the point, it muſt be pro- 
ved, that the Churches Faith 4s not here faithfully expounded, andthat 
by Atts, which the ſame Church has obliged her ſelf to receeve;, oy elſe it 
muſs be ſhewn, that this Explication leaves all the Objettions in their 
full force, and all the diſputes untouched: or un fine ut mufbbe preciſely 
ſhewn, in what this Doftrine ſubverts the foundations of Faith, Ag 
for the firſt of thele, it is done-already tomy hand, in the Doftrines 
and Prattices of the Church. of Rome truly repreſemed, in anſwer to 
the Papiſt miſrepreſented and repreſented, And he mulb be as bold a 
man, who will attempt to mend that Author, 2s:who. attempts 
to confute him. The other two I will have in;my eye in exa- 
mining, as far as I am: now-concerned, Monſieur: de Aſtaux late 
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Biſhop of Condom his Expoſition of the ,DoCtrine of the Church 
in matters of Controverke. 


SECT. TI. 
The Defign of this Treatiſe. 


ww Ere it poſlible to reconcile the Differences between us 
and the Church of Rome,only by a fair Repreſentation of 
matters in Controverſie between us; I thould think it an admira- 
ble Defign ; and this being all the Author profeſles to intend, I 
cannot but highly commgnd his good Meaning in it; whether 
he has ſhewn ſo much Skiil and Judgment, in undertaking a De- 
ſignin its own nature impracticable, I ſhall leave to the Reader to 
judge, when he has fairly heard both ſides. Had I known no 
more cf the matter, but that the Reformation was begun by men 
brought ap in the Communion of the Church of Rome, and inti- 
mately acquainted with the Do&trines and PraQtices of that 
Church ; that ſome of theſe Corruptions, both before and ſince, 
have been complained of by men of that Communion; that the 
Council of Trent, which was convened upon this occaſion, con- 
demns many Doftrines of the Reformers, as contrary to the 
Catholick Faith, and guilty of Hereſie z that both before and 
after this Council, there have been many Volames written, and 
many fine Diſputes between Popiſh and Proteſtant Divines, who 
have been men of as great Learning and true Underſtanding in 
theſe matters, as any the Age has bred, who did all this while be- 
lieve,that there was areal and ſubſtantial difference between them: 
I ſay, when I conſider theſe things, I ſhould not venture, for the re- 
putation both of Papiſts and Proteſtants, eſpecially of the Conn- 
cil of Trent, to ſay, That the Difpute has been only about Words; 
that Papiſts and Proteſtants, even the moſt Learned men among 

them, have miſtaken each others —_—_ and that the onl 
way to reconcile this Difference, is fo to ſtate the matter im dil- 
te, that Papiſts and Proteſtants may underſtand each other. I 
oubt not, bur fierce men on both fides, may have made this diffe- 
rence much wider than it is: but yet fach a difference there is, as 
no Repreſenting can cure, as 1 believe will appear by conſidering 

Particulars, 
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SECT. II. 


Thoſe of the Reformed Religion acknowledge, that the 
(atholick Church embraces all the Fundamental Artis 


cles of the (briſtian Religion. 


T Hat the Church of Rome does profeſs to believe all the Prin- 
cipal and Fundamental Articles of Faith, as the Biſhop 
affirms, 1 readily grant ; but yet ſhe may hold Fundamental Er- 
rors, and deſtroy that Faith ſhe profeſles, by other DoCtrines de- 
ftruCtive of the true Catholick Faith. That this is poſlible, he 
cannot deny, for men may believe inconſiſtent Propolitions; and 
the Deſign of his Book is ſo to explicate the peculiar DoCtrines 
of the Church of Rome, as to reconcile them with the Fundamen- 
tal Articles of Faith, which the Proteſtant Explication of Popiſh 
DoCtrines contradiCts and overthrows; which had been a very 
needleis Undertaking, were-it impoſſible for men, who delieve 
all the Fundamental Articles of the Chriſtian Faith, to believeany 
thing contrary to it. He might then have ſpared his pains in vin- 


dicating and explabung particular DoCtrires ; for it had been 
u 


evidence enough, that ſuch DoCtrines and Practices do not over- 
throw any Fundamental Article of Faith, becauſe they are own- 
ed by that Church, which profeſſles to believe all Fundamental 
Articles. 

And therefore cannot well gueſs, what advantage he promiſed 
himſelf from this. Wemay ſafely grant, that the Church of Rome 
delieves all Fundamental Articles, and yet charge her with ſuch 
Do&trines and PraCtices, as deſtroy and tear up Foundations, 

He obſerves indeed from 4. Daille, that we ought not to charge 
men with believing ſuch Conſequences, asthey themſelves do for- 
mally reje&t; nor do we charge any ſuch thing upon the Church 
of Rome, bur 24. Daille never ſaid, that we may not charge mens 
Dottrines and PraCtices with ſuch Conſequences, as they, who 
teach theſe DoCtrines, diſown ; for 24. Daille himſelf, in the place 
quoted by the Bi.}.op, charges the Opinion of the Lutherans, and 
of the Church of Rome, about the manner of Chriſt's Preſence in 
the Sacrament , with inferring the deſtruttion of the Humanity of 
Feſus Chriſt: and therefore the Biſhop concludes too much, _ 
320-1 e 
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he infers ; It is then a certain Maxime eſtabliſhed amongſt them, that 


they muſt not in theſe caſes look, upon the Conſequences, which may be Pag. 4. 


drawn from a Dottrive, but purely upon what he propoſes and acknow- 
ledges, who teaches it, But the ule 24. Daille makes of it, is only 
this. That when ſuch ill Conſequences, as mens DoCtrines are 
juſtly chargeable with, have no il] influence upon Worſhip, or as 
he ſpeaks, 0 poyſvn in them ; if they diſown ſuch Conſequences, 
this ought not to break Chriſtian Communion. And therefore, 
_ though no man ought to be received into the Communion of the 
Church, who denies the Humanity of Jeſus Chriſt ; yet the Na- 
tional Synod at Charenton admits Lutherans to the Holy Table; 
becauſe whatever might be inferred from their DoCtrine, yet they 
expreſly owned the Humanity of Chriſt ; andthis DoCtrinal Con- 
ſequence was a meer Speculative Error, which made no change at 
all in Afts of Worſhip; but when the Conſequences are not meer- 
ly ſpeculative, but practical, and do not ſo much concern, what 
other men believe, and think, as what we our ſelves are to do, as 
it is in the Worſhip of Saints and Images, and the Hoſt, &c. to 
ſay, that we muſt have no regard to Conſequences, if the Church 
diſowns them, is to ſay, that we muſt not conſider the nature and 
tendency of oor Actions, nor what they are in Gods account, 
but only what the Church thinks of them : and therefore though 
we will not.charge the Church of Rome, with believingany Con- 
ſequences, which ſhe diſowns ; yet if her NoCtrines and Practices 
corrupt the Chriſtian Faith and Workhip, it is fit to charge her 
with tuch Corruptions; and if the Charge be juſt, though ſhe diſ- 
own it, it will juſtifie our Separation from her Communion, 


$SE CT. II. 
Religious Worſhip is terminated in God alone, 


FT account the Biſhop gives of that Interior Adoration which 


js due toGodalone, is very ſound and Orthodox ; tha it con- 5 


fiſts principally in believing he 1s the Creator and Lord of all things, 
and in adhering to him es, all the powers of our Soul, by Faith, Hope, 
and Charity, as to him alone, who can render us happy by the Commu- 
nication of an infinite Good, which is himſelf. But thereare two things 


1 except againſt in this Se&ion, as not fairly ſtated ; Firſt, con- 
Cerning 
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<erning the exteriour marks of Adoration, Secondly,concerning the 
terminating of Religions Worſhip. : 

As for the firſt;he telts us: This interiour Adoration, which we rew. 
der unto God in Spirit and in Truth,has its exterior marks, of which the 
principal is Sacrifice, which cannot be offered to any but 10 God: And 
with reſpeCt to the ſecond, he tells us ; 7; he ame Church teaches 
#5, that all Religions Worſhip ought to terminate in God, as itsneceſſary 
E,d; and that if the Honour, which ſhe renders to the Bleſſed Virgin, 
ardto the Saixts, may in ſome ſence be called Religions, it is fer tts 
neceſſary relation to God. 

The Biſhop very well knew, that this is the main Seat of the 
Controverſie between us, and had he intended by his Expoſition, 
to have put an end to our diſputes ; he ſhould have taken a lirtle 
more care about this Point; for as he has now ſtated it, he has 
left the matter juſt as he found it. We ſay, that all Religious War- 

ſhip ought not only toterminate in God, as its neceſſary End ; but that 
God is the ſole and immediate Objett of all Religious Worſhip, 
and that we muſt worſhip none belides him, as onr Saviour ex- 
See a lare ounds the Law. Thou ſhalt worſhip the Lod thy God, and him only 
Tra of the fat thou ſerve, Matth. 4. We have always denied any relative 
Objeft of Re- Worlhip to be due to Creatures; for to worſhip Creatures, is to 
wm #or- make them Gods, and it is no honour to the Supreme God, to 
JP advance his own Creatures to divine Honours, to make more, 
though inferiour,Gods for God's ſake. We ſay, all external Aﬀts 
of Religions Worſhip, are peculiar and appropriate to God, 
as well as Sacrifice ; for fince we muſt worſhip none but God, 
whatever can be called Religions Worſhip,muſt be given to none 
beſides him z and the Biſhop has not dealt plainly in this matter; 
he ſays, that Sacrifice can be offered to none but God, but he has 
not told us, what he thinks of other external Afts of Workhip, 
whether they may be paid to ſome excellent Creatures - for ſince 
Sacrifice is not a natural but inſtituted Worſhip ; if nothing but 
Sacrifice is peculiar to God, then all external natural Worſhip is 
common to God and Creatures, and then in the ſtate of nature, 
there could be no external and viſible Difference, between the 
worſhip of God and Creatures; nor had there been any under the 
Gofpel neither, hadnot Chrift inſtituted his laſt SUPP; which - 
the Church of Rome has transformed into a Sacrifice of his natural 
Fleſh and Blood. 
Thus when he ſays, that all Religious Worſhip onght to terminate 
#4 God, 4s its neceflary end, this ſeems to me ay gy 
preſſioa 
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preſhonz for Worſhip properly terminates in the Obje&t to- 
which it is given; and in this ſenſe, If all Religious Worſhip muſt 
terminate in God, then all Religious Worſhip muft be given to 
God, and to none elſe; which is the true Catholick Faith, rhat 

God is only to be worſhipped. But then what becomes of that Re- 

ligious Worſhip which is given 70 the Virgin Mary, and Saints, in 
relation toGod ! Does not this Worſhip, which is given to them, 

terminate in them, and not in God ? Are not they the immediate 

and proper Objects of that Worſhip, which is given to them? 

And does not the Object terminate the Worſhip ? Is God the Ob- 

ject of that Worlhip, which they give to the Saints and Bleſſed 

Virgin? Then they either give that inferior Degree of Worlhip 

to God, which is proper for Creatures, which is an affront to 

his Majeſty and Greatneſs ; or they give that Worſhip to Crea- 

tures, which is proper taGod, which is Idolatry. Which plainly 

ſhews, that that Worſhip, which is given to Creatures, is termi- 

nated in thoſe Creatures to which it is given; and therefore if 
any degree of Religious Worſhip be given to Creatures, all Re- 
ligious Worſhip does not terminate in God, as he ſaid it mult; 
and if all Religious Worſhip muſt terminate in God, thea no Re- 
ligious Worſhip muſt be given to-Creatures, as he grants it may, 
to the Virgin Mary and Saints. 

Yes, you will ſay, that Worſhip, which is given to the Saints 
and Bleſſed Virgin, terminates in God, becaule it is given them 
upon account of their Relation to God; but this is a great 
miſtake; their Relation to God-can only ſerve,tor a Reaſon why 
they are worſhipped ; but cannot terminate that worlhip on God 
whach is-given to them; becauſe not God, but they themſelves 
are the O»5jeCt, and the ultimate Object of that Worſhip, which 
is given to them, 

Though we ſhould grant, that God is honoured by that Wor- 
ſhip, which is given to ſome excellent Creatures, who are his 
Friends and Favourites, yet the Honour we do to God in this, is 
of a, very. different nature from-thar Worſhip, which we pay to 
Creatures; it does nat. conlilt in this, that the worſhip we give 
to Creatures is terminated on God, for it is terminated upon 
thoſe Creatures whom we. worſhip; but the Honour mult con- 
fiſt inthe Reaſonof aur worthip, that. we worſhip them for God's 
ſake : It.is. av honour to God by Interpretation and Conſequence, 
aSwe intend it. for. God's Honour, or as-God is pleaſed to think 
himſelf honoured by. it ; but iris no aft of Worſhip to Got and 

there- 
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therefore not terminated on him. The Worſhip can go no far- 
ther than its proper ObjeCt, though the Reaſon of the Worſhip 
may : For there is a great deal of difference between an Object, 
and a Medium of Worſhip; a Medium of Worſhip, which is only 
a repreſentative Object, receives our Worſhip, but does. not ter- 
minate it, but convey it to that Being it —_ becauſe it 
is worſhipped only in the place and ſtead of another, as it is in 
that Worſhip, which is given to the [mages of Chriſt and the 
Saints; which ſome Divines of the Church of Rome tell us, is not 
terminated on the Images, but on Chriſt or the Saints repreſen- 
ted by thoſe Images; but a proper Objett of Worſhip, which re- 
ceives worſhip in its own proper perſon, for whatſoever reaſon it 
is worſhipped, it terminates the Worſhip; the Worſhip, which 
is given to it, goes not beyond it ſelf, thongh the Reaſon of the 
Worſhip may reach farther, .and be thought to reflet ſome Ho- 
nour upon God, and to teſtifie our Love and Reverence for him, 
by that Worſhip we pay to thoſe, who are dear to him. So that 
if we do give Religious Worſhip to the Virgin Mary and Saints, 
ſuch Worſhip is terminated on them, and then all Religious 
Worſhip'is not terminated on God, as he ſays the Church of Rome 
teaches it muſt be, which yet teaches alſo the worſhip of Saints 
and the Bleſſed Virgin. Methinks he ſhould have-taken care, to 
have ſtated this matter a little plainer : For if he cannot reconcile 
the Doctrine and PraCtice of the Church together, I fear his Ex- 
poſicion will rather increaſe than end Controverkies. 

Thus how donbtfully does he ſpeak 3 If the Honour ſhe renders 
t0 the Bleſſed Virgin and to the Saints, may, in ſome ſenſe, be called 
Religions, it is for its neceſſary Relation toGod, Why does he not 
tell us plainly , whether this Honour the Church of Rome gives 
to Saints and the Virgin be Religious, or not, and in what ſenſe 
it may be called Religions Honour ? If he undertake to expound 
the Catholick Faith, why does he not do it ? Why does he ſpeak 
ſo cautiouſly ? As if he were afraid to own, what the Faith of the 
Church is in this point? Which yet is a very material one, and 
very neceſlary to be truly ſtated. Thus I can underftand, how 
the Honour , which is given to Creatures, may have Relation to 
God, viz. becauſe we honour them for God's Sake, and upon ac- 
count of their Relationto him ; but I do not underſtand, how this 
relation toGod, makes the Honour of Creatures a Religious Ho- 
nour. Forthough we honour Creatures for God's Sake, yet the 


Honour we give to Creatures mult be tutable to their own Na- 
TUTES, 
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tures, and therefore not that Religious Honour, which is proper 
to God only : As when we honour a man for the ſake of our Fa- 
ther, or our Prince, we do not give him that Honour, which is 
proper toour Father, or our Prince, though we honour him for 
their Sakes. And therefore if the Church of Rome does give Reli- 
gious Honour to any Creatures, it will not juſtifie her, in giving 
religious Honour to Creatures, that ſhe honours them for God's 
Sake; for Creatures are Creatures ſtill, though never ſo nearly re- 
lated to God, and therefore not capable of Religious Honours. 
So that1 donot ſee, how this Explication, if it may be ſocalled, 
takes off any ObjeCtion, that was ever made againſt the Church 
of Rome,about the Object of Religious Worſhip. For if by al Relj- 
gious Worſhip being terminated on God, he means, that no other Be- 
ing muſt be religiouſly worſhipped but only God z then this is an 
invincible Objection againſt that Religious Worſhip, which the 
Church of Rome gives to the Bleſſed Virgin, and to Saints and An» 
gels. If he means by it, that Religious wony may be given ts 
other Beings beſides God, {ſo it be all rerminated in God, then all 
the other ObjeCtions,againſt worſhippingany other Being beſides 
God, arein full force ſtill, notwithſtanding his Explication : their 
Relation to God will not juſtifie the Religious Worſhip of Crea- 
tures, and it is contrary to all Senſe and Reaſon to ſay, That the 
Worſhip, which is given to Creatures, is terminated on God. 


SE CT. IV. 


Invocation of Saints. 


Pb — are two great Opinions againſt that Worſhip, which 
the' Church of Rome gives to Saints departed, who now 
reign with Chriſt in Heaven, as the Council of Trent teaches. 
'T, That it is to give them that Religious Worſhip, which is due 
only to God. 2. That it makes them our Mediators and Interceſ- 
ſors in Heaven, which is an Honour peculiar to Chriſt. Now 
AM. de Meaux, and after him, the Author of the Charatter, think 
to remove theſe Objections, only by explaining the Doctrine of 
their Church about this matter ; and I ſhall diſtinftly conſider, 
what they ſay to each of theſe. 

I. Asfor the firſt, That in praying to Saints they do not give 


them that Worſhip, which is due only to God, they think is _ 
F . ent 
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Papiſt miſre- 
preſented, p.3. 
Ed. 2. 
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dent from hence, That the Conncil of Trent and the Catechiſm 
ad Þ arechos teaches them only, to pray to Saints to pray for them: 
The Biſhop takes great pains to prove this to be the ſenſe of the 
Council, and therefore, that iv what terms foever thoſe Prayers, 
which we addreſs to Saints, are couched, rbe Intention of the Church, 
end of ber Faithful, reduces them always to this Form, Now Iwill 
not diſpute this matter at preſent, but refer my Reader to the 
Anſwer to a Papiſt miſrepreſented. by 

But let us ſuppoſe,that this is all the Chnrch of Roe intends by 
it, that we ſhould only pray to the Saints to pray for us, what 
advantage can they make of this? Yes, ſays the Advertiſement 
before the Biſhops Expoſition, p. 12. Topray to Saints only to pray 
for us, 15 a kind of Prayer, mhich by its own nature, is ſo far frombe- 
ing reſerved by an Independent Beimg to himſelf, it can never be ad- 
&reſſed ro him ; That is4we muſt never pray to God to pray for 
us; and therefore ſuch a Prayer is no part of that Worſhip, which 
isdue to God. And he adds, If this Form of Prayer, pray for us, di- 
miniſked the truſt we have in God, it would be noleſs conaemnable to 
wſe it to the Living than to the Dead; and St. Paul would not 
have ſaid ſo ofven, Bretbren, pray for us: the whole Scripture 1s full of 
Prayers of this nature. T'hus the Author of the Charater, tells us.. 
In thts he does not at all negle&t coming to God, or rob him of his honour, 
but diretting all hisPrayers up to him, and making him the ultimat Objets 
of all bis Petitions, He only deſires ſometimes the juFF on Earth, ſometimes 
thoſe in Featen to joyn their Prayers to his, that ſo the number of Peti- 
tioners being increaſed, the Petition may find better acceptance in the 
frehr of God: ard this is 10t to makg them Gods, but only Petitioners ta 
God: He having no hopes of obtaining anything, but of God alone. 

This ts the leaſt that can poſlibly be made of that Worſhip, they 
giveto Saints, which is not reconciteable with their praCtice nei- 
ther; ard if it ſhould appear, that this (as little as it is. thought 
to be) is to givethat Worſhip to Creatures, which is due to 
God,t hey muſte'en reject praying to Saints to;pray:for them, as 
they row do, truſting in their aid and aſſiſtances, and power to 
keep them. 

Now l only ask, whether Prayer benatanACt of Religion,and 
a worihip due to God ?: if it be not, why do they pray to God? if 
it be, then they give the worſhip af God to-Saints, when they 
pray to them. For it is not ſo much,' the matter of our Prayer, as 
the nature of Prayer, which makes it an AC of Religion. We 
may pray to God for thoſe things, which men can give, viz. Food 
and 
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and Raiment, and yet theſe are as religious prayers, as when we 
- ask ſuch things of God, as none can give but himſelf ; and by the 

ſame reaſon, though we pray to Saints only to do that for us, 
which a creature can do, that is, only to pray to God for us; yet 
our very praying to them is an ACt of relizious worſhip, which 
is due only to God. 

The truth is, 4 am ſo dull, that I cannot ſee, what makes theſe 
new Reformers of the Roman-Catholick Do&trine and Worſhip, 
ſo ſhy of owning any other aid ard aſſiſtance, which they expect 
from the Saints, but only their Prayers for them : for this makes 
no alteration at all in the nature of that worſhip, they pay to 
them. For ſuppoſe the Saints in Heaven ( who now reiza with 
Chriſt, as the Council affirms) were intruſted with the Guardian- 
ſhip of men, and the care of Saints on Earth, as Cardinal Bellar- 
mine exprelly ſays they are; might we nor as lawfully pray to 
them to imploy that power, God has commitrecl ro them, for our 


Bellarm. de 
ſanct. beatit. 
[. r. c. 20, & 


good and happineſs, as to uſe their intereſt with God for us by «@ ,g 


their prayers? Does one exalt you more above the condition of 
creatures than the other? May we not beg our Friends on Earth,to 
relieve our wants and neceſſities,as well as to pray for us? And if 
begging the prayers of our Friends on Earth,will juittfieour pray- 
ing to the Saints in Heaven, to pray for us; our asking an Alms 
on Earth, will equally juſtifie our begging the aid and aſſiſtance, 
as well as prayers, of the Saints in Heaven z and then we are juſt 
where we were. And if ever there were any good Arguments a- 
gainſt praying to Saints, they are all good ſtill, though they pray 
to Saints only to pray for them: which is my only buſineſs at pre- 
ſent, to ſhew (according to the Biſhop's deſire) that bis Explication 
leaves all the Objeftions in full force, andall the Diſputes untouched. 

So that ſetting aſide the matter of our prayers, or what it is we 
ask, which makes noalteration in this caſe, the inquiry is, Whe- 
ther when we pray to Saints, we do not give that worſhip to 
them, which is peculiar and appropriate to God ? 

Now the Church of Rome,is fo far from thinking ſach prayers 
to be the peculiar worſhip due to God, that ſhe thinks it aSinno- 
cent to pray to the Saints in Heaven to pray for us, as it is tode- 
ſire —_—_ of our Chriſtian Brethren on Earth. The Biſhop 
ſays, The Church in teaching us, that it is profitable to pray to Saints, 


teacher ms to pray tothem in the ſame ſpirit of Charity, and according to P 


the ſane order of fraternal Society, which moves us ro demand aſſiſtance 
of our Brethren living on Earth, The CharaCter tothe ſame nous 
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makes our deſiring ſometimes the Saints 08 Earth, ſometimes thoſe int 
Heaven, to joyn thetr prayers with ours, to be ACtions of the very 
ſame nature, and equally lawful. This is the true Pinch of the 
Controverſie , and here it is we part with the Church of Rome ; 
that we think , there is ſome difference between ſpeaking to our 
Chriſtian Brethren on Earth, whom we ſee, and converſe with, 
and praying to the Saints in Heaven, with all the external ex- 
preſlions of religious worſhip and adoration : The firſt is to con- 
verſe with them as men; the ſecond is ſuch a manner of Addreſs, 
as is proper only for a God. 

To pray to Saints, is ſomewhat more than to deſire our Chrir 
Rian Friends to pray for us it is ſ#ppliciter eos invocare, as the 

Council of Trerr ſpeaks, to invoke them, or callon them, in the 
manner of Supplicants; fo that this muſt be acknowledged a wor- 
ſhip of the Saints 3 andthen it mult be either a civil or religious 
worſtip; and which of theſe two it is, muſt be known by the 
manner of paying it. And therefore when all the circumftances 
of worſhip arereligious, we muſt acknowledge the worſhip tobe 
religious too : Such as praying to them in religious Places, in 
Churches and Chappels, and at conſecrated Altars with bended 
knees, 'and hands and eyes lifted up, in a very devout manner, 
when they ſee no body to ſpeak to, or to receive their Addreſſes, 

unleſs it be the Image of the Saint they worſhip. Thus ſome 
Nations worſhip their Gods, but no People ever paid their civil 
reſpedts to each other in this manner. 

But as I obſerved in my Reply ( p. 66.) There is one infallible dir 
ſtintion between civil and religious worſhip, berween the worſhip of God 
and men: That the worſhip of the inviſible Inhabitants of the other 
World, has always been accounted religious worſhip. Civil reſpes are 
confined to this World, as all natural and civil Relations, which are the 
foundation of civil reſpeFts, are ; but we have no intercourſe with the 
other World, but what 1s religious. And therefore as the different kinds 
and degrees of civil honour, are diftinguiſhed by the Sight of the Objett, 
to which they are paid, —_y the external _ and expreſſions are the 
ſame ;, as when men bow the body,and are uncovered, you kyow what kind 
of boncur it is, by ſeeing who 15 preſent, whether their Father, their 
Friend, or their Prince, or ſome other Honourable Perſen : So the moſt 
certain mark of diſtinttion between civil and religious worſhip is this, 
that the one relates to this World, the other to. the inviſible Inhabitants 
of the next. In this laſt Paragraph the Proteſter ſays (p.35.) We 
bave aConſequence and Compariſon,and both ſo excellent in their Kinda, 

| that 
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that if any better connexion can be found in tem, then between the Mo. 
nnment «nd the May-pole, it muſt be by one,, who bas found one trick, 
more in Logick, than ever Ariſtotle knew. Sometimes indeed Ari- 
Fotle's Logick does not do ſuch feats, as one would expect; but.a 
little natural Logick, called common ſenſe, would have ſhewed 
him the connexion. For I think, there is ſome ſence in ſaying, 
that as the different degrees of civil honour, though moſt of the 
external ſigns of honour be the ſame, ſuch as kneeling, bowing 
the body, uncovering the head, may yet bediltinguiſhed by the 
preſence of the Object, to which it is paid; whether it be our. 
Father, or our Prince: So though the external ſigns of civil and 
religious honour, arein many inſtanves the ſame, yet civil and 
religious worſhip may be vilibly diſtinguiſhed, by the object to 
which it 15 given : For civil worſhip can belong enly to the Inha- 
bitants of this World ; but whatever worſhip is given to the invi- 
ſible Inhabitants of the other World, is religious. 

Now if this. be ſo, then to pray to Saints,. now they are re- 
moved out of this World into-an inviſible ſtate, is to give reli- 
giaps worſhip to them; which makes a valt difference between 
praying to the Saints in Heaven to pray for us, and ſpeaking to 
ourfellow-Chriſtians on Earth to pray for us. 

The Proteſter is willing to grant, or at leaſt ſuppoſe, . that the 
Honour or worſhip, which is given to the inviſible Inhabitants of 
the other World, 1s religious worſhip; but ſtill he ſays, it re- 
mains to be proved, that all religious reſpett and honour is ſo a divine 
honour, as to make 4 God of the thing, to which it is paid, as leaſt con 
ffruftjvely: This I think, is no hard matter to do; but [ ſhall firſt 
conſider his Arguments againſt it, and all that heſays, is, That if 
it be true,it proves too much, and will bring my ſelf in for.a ſhare with 
them, in giving religious worſhip to creatures, and ſo making 
Gods of them, atleaſt conſtructively. He inſtances in that Cuſtom 
of bowing tothe Altar, or Communion. Table, as he calls it, and bow- 
ing at the name of Jeſus ; but this-ſhall be confidered, when I come 
to the worſhip of Images. His other inſtances concern chat religions 
reſpett, which we allow due to ſacred places and things, and a religions 
decency to the bodies of Saints and Martyrs; but what is this to a 
religious worſhip. ThereſpeCt we ſhew toſuch things and places, 
is-n0 more than a civil reſpett, which conſiſts in a decent uſage, 
in ſeperating them from vile and common purpoſes ; and 
it-is called a religious reſpect, not from the nature of there- 
ipe&, but fromthe reaſon, why we give it, vjz. out of reverence 
tO 


Pag. 35: 


(33) 
to'God;to whoſe worſhip they are ſeperated. Thus that Ioveand 
honour we pay to a living Saint, thoagh it riſe no higher than the 


<xprefſjons of x civil reſpe@; may be ſaid ro be religious, when we 


love ardhonour them for -Gods ſake; but this is anexternal deno= 
mination from the Cavſe and motive, not from the nature of the 
ACt, and therefore cannot make Gods of them, becauſe it is not reli- 
gious worſhip; but to give proper religious worſhip to any Being, 
1s to give it that worſhip, which1s proper only to God, which is 
the only way to make any Being a God, which is not a God. 

Now if this be a true notion, that all worſhip, which is given 
to the inviſible Inhabitants of the other World, is religious wor- 
ſhip, | will eaſily prove, that we muſt worſhip no other inviſible 
Being, but God alone, and therefore cannot pray to Saints in Hea- 
ven, without giving the worſhip of God to them. 

And my reaſon & this, Becanſe God challenges all religious 
worſhip to himſelf ; as our Saviour tells us, how ſhalt wor ſhip the 
Lord thy God, and him only ſhalt thou ſerve, Matth. 4. It ſeems to 
me a very needleſs diſpute, what is the peculiar and incommuni- 
cable Worſhip,which muſt be given to none but the Supreme God, 
when God has appropriated all Religious Worſhip to himſelf, 
whatever at of religious Worſhip God requires us to pay to him- 
ſelf, muſt be given to none elſe ; and therefore if all worſhip paid 
to inviſible Beings, bein its own Nature religious Worſhip, we 
muſt worſhip uo Inviſible Being, but only God. For ifall Wor- 
ſhip of Inviſible Beings be religious, and God challenges all reli- 
gious Worſhip to himſelf, then we muſt worſhip no Inviſible 
Being but only God ; for to worſhip any other Inviſible Being, is 
to give religious Worſhip to that, which is not Ged, 

But the Proteſter thinks I ought to have allowed, for the diffe- 
rent Kinds and Degrees of Religious,as well as Crvil Honour. Suchl 
ſuppoſe as they call their Latria or Dlia, Supreme or Subordi- 
nate Abſoluteor Relative, Terminativeor Tranſient Worſhip; but 
there is no place for theſe different Degrees and DiſtinCtions of 
religious Worſhip, if we muſt worſhip no other Inviſible Being, 
but only God ; for if there be but one ObjeCct of religious Wor- 
ſhip, there is no need to diſtinguiſh this Worſhip into different 
Kinds and Degrees, as Civil Worſhip is, which has very nume- 
rous and very different Objets. If we muſt give no Worſhip to 
any inviſible Being beſides God, it is ridiculous to diſpute, what 
Degree of Worſhip we may lawfully give them, when we muſt 


give them none. 
| And 
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And it is2 good Argument, that there are no different Kinds of 
Religious Worſhip; one which 1s Capone and Soveraign,and due 
to the ane Supreme God ; other Inferiour and Subordinate De- 
grees of Worſhip, which may be paid to thoſe Excellent Spirits, 
which are very dear to God, and the Miniſters of his Providence; 
becauſe there are no external and viſible Signs, todiſtinguifh be- 
tween ſuch different Degrees of religious Worſhip. As Civil Wor- 
ſhip is confined to the Inhabitants of this World, and is thereby 
diſtinguiſhed from religious Worſhip ; ſo the Different Degrees 
of Civil Honour, though the External Signs and Expreſſions of it 
are the ſame, are diſtinguiſhed by the viſible Preſence of the Ob- 
jet to which it is paid 3 for when a man bows or uncovers his 
head, we know what kind of Honour it is, by conſidering the Re- 
lation, or the Quality, of the Perſon, to whom it is paid, whe- 
ther he be a Father, a Prince, ora wiſe and good man. Bur if there 
were more {nviſible Beings than one to worſhip, though there 
might be different Degrees of Internal Honour and Wor ſhip paid 
to them, according to the different Apprehenſions men had of 
their ſeveral Degrees of PerteCtion z yet the. External Signs of 
Worſhip muſt be the ſame in all. And thus there: would be no- 
viſible diſtin&ion, bexween the Worſhip of the Supreme God,and 
created Spirits, and Glorifyed Souls of dead men; and therefore: 
if it be necefſary to diſtinguiſh, between the Worſhip of God and 
Creatures, we muſt worſhip no luviſible Being, but only the Su-- 
preme God, | 
The Proteſter propoſes ſome ways, whereby the different kinds 


and degrees of Religious Worſhip may be diftinguiſhed ;, as by the inten- p. 359 


tion of the Giver; but this is not a Viſible DiſtinCtion : For mens 
intentions are private to themſelves , and there is no difference. 
in the Viſtble Acts of Worſhip, to make ſuch a diſtinction, or by 
ſome Viſible Repreſentation ;, that is,by. lLmages :. ThisI grant, would 
make as viſiblea DiſtinCtion between the Worſhip of God, and 
Chriſt, and the Virgin 44ary,as-the, preſence of the perſon diſtin- 
guiſhes the Kinds and Degrees of Civil Hopour , for when we 
ſee, whoſe Image they worſhip, we may certainly tell what Being 
they direCt their Worſhipto; but the faulr of this is, thar it is 
forbid by the Law of God ; of which morein the next Section; or 
by Determination of other Circumſtances, but what thele are, I can- 

nottell, and therefore can ſay nothing to it. 
The Churchof Kome indeed does appropriatethe Sacrifice of 
the Maſs to God, as his peculiar Worſhip, which mult not be given 
co 
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to any other Being; and if this be ſo, then indeed we can certain- 
ly tell, when we fee a Prieſt offering the Sacrifice of the Maſs, 
that he offers it to the Supreme God; but there are a great many 
other As of Worſhip, which we owe toGod, beſides the Sacri- 
fice of the Maſs, andin every Aft of Worſhip, God ought to be vi- 
ſibly diſtinguiſhed from Creatures; and yet if all the other Ex- 
ternal Afts of Worſhip be common to God, andCreatures, where 
is the diſtinCtion ? And yet the Sacrifice of the Maſs can be offered 
only by the Prieſt, ſo that the whole Layery cannot perform any 
one Att of Worſhip to God, which is pecnliar to him, and there- 
fore can make no Vilible DiſtinCtion in their Worſhip between 
God and Creatures. 

And yet the very Sacrifice of the Maſs, is not ſo appropriated 
to God in the Church of Rome , but that it is offered to God 
in Honour of the Saints. This the Biſhop of Condom { p. 7.) 
endeavours to excuſe by ſaying; This Honoxr which we renacr them 
See D. Stii. (the Saints ) inSacrificing, conſiſts in naming themin the Prayers we 
lingfleet's d#- offer upto God, as his Fatthful Servants, andin rendring him thanks 
Fence of the for the Viftories they have gained, and in humbly beſeeching him, that 

diſcourſe con- he would vouchſafe to favour us by their Interceſſion. 
 rwny., = Now it is very true, according to the Council of Trerr, the 
&o. © ©" Prieſt offers the Sacrifice only to God but they do ſomewhat 
more than name the Saints in their Prayers,for they offer the Sa- 
crifice in Honour to the Saints, as well as to God, which the Bj- 
ſhop calls to Honour the Memory of the Saints: Now if Sacrifice be 
an Act of Honour and Worſhip to God, it ſounds very odly to 
worſhip or honour God for the Honour of his Saints, which 
ſeems to make God only the Medium of Worſhip to the Saints, 
who are the terminative objeCt of it; and that the Saints are con- 
cerned in this Sacrifice appears from this, That by this Sacrifice 
they implore the Interceſſion of the Saints, that thoſe whoſe Ademories 
we celebrate on Earth, would vouchſafe to intercede for us in Heaven, 
The Biſhop'tranſlates implorat by Demand , for what reaſon I can- 
not tell ; and makes this Imploring or Beſceching, to refer to God, 
not to theSaints,whoſe Patronage,Patrocinia,and Interceſſion they 
pray,they would vouchſafe them,contrary to the plain Senſe of the 
Council, and I think to common Senſe too : For 1 do not well un- 
derſtand offering Sacrifice to God, that he may procure for us the 
Interceſlion of the Saints; for if he can be perſwaded to favour us 
ſo far, as to intercede with the Saints to be our Interceſlors , he 
may as well grant our Requeſts without their Interceſſion 3 and 
, - yet 


w 
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yet the Biſhop was very ſenſible, that if we offer up our Prayers 
to the Saints inthe Sacrifice of the Maſs, it does inevitably entitle 


themto the Worſhip of that Sacrifice, which, they ſay, muſt be $7. Aug. de c:- 
offered only to God. He alleadges indeed St. Awſtin's Authority, vir. De: p. 8. 
who underſtood nothing of this Myſtery of the Sacrifice of the c. 27+ 


Maſs, and how far he was from thinking of any thing of this Na- 
ture, is evident to any man, who conſults the place. 

But the Church of Rome ( as the Biſhop obſerves p. 8.) has 
been charged by ſome of the Reformation, not only with giving 
the Worſhip of God to Creatures, when they pray tothe Saints, 
but with attributing the Divine PerfeQtions to them, ſuch as 4 
certain kind of Immenſity and Knowledge of the Secrets of hearts; for 
if they be not preſent in all places, where they are worſhipped, 
how can they hear the Prayers, which are made to them art ſuch 
diſtant places at the ſame time? If they donot know our thoughts, 
how can they underſtand thoſe mental prayers, which are offered 
to them withont words, only in our ſecret Thoughts and De- 
fires? for even ſuch Prayers are exprelly allowed by the Coun- 
Cil, voce vel mente. 

Now to this he anſwers very well, that though they believe 
the Saints do by one means or other know the Prayers, which are 
made to them, either by the Miniſtry and Communication of Angels, 
or by a particular Revelation from God, or in his Divine Eſſence, in 
which all rruth 3s compriſed, yet never any Catholick yet thought, the 
Saints knew our Neceſſities by their own power, 10 nor the deſires which 
ove usto addreſs our ſecret Prayers to them. And to ſay a Creature 
may have a Knowledge of theſe things, by a light communicated to them 
by God, is not to elevate a Creature above his Condition, This 1 
grant and therefore do acknowledge, that they do not attribute 

. the Divine perfeCtions of Omniſcience and Omnipreſence to the 
* Saints, either in thought or word, - but yet actions have as na- 
tural a ſignification as words ; and if we give them ſuch a wor- 
ſhip, -as naturally ſignifies Omniſcience and Omnipreſence, our 
worſhip attributes the incommunicable Perfeftions of God to 
them. For-it isunnatural and abſurd to worſhip a Being, whois 
not preſent to receive our worſhip ; to ſpeak to a Being, who 
' & does not, and cannot hear us; and ſince God has made us reaſo- 
hable Creatures, to underſtand what we do, and why, heinter- 
+ prets our ARtions, as well as words and thoughts, according to 
their natural ſignification, And herein the natural evil of crea- 


ture-worſhip conſiſts, That every at of religious worſhip does 
G naturally 
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naturally involve in it a Confeſſion of ſome excellency and per- 
fettion, which is abovea created nature, and thereby (whatever 
the worſhipper thinks or intend ) does attribute the incommu- 
nicabie Glory of God to creatures. 

ITthe Saints are not preſent in all places to hear thoſe Prayers 
which are made to them, and if they cannot hear in Heaven, what 
we ſay to them on Earth, by their own Power, then Prayer is a 
worſhip, which is not due to their nature, even in a glorified 
ſtate. For no Being can have a right to our Prayers, who can- 
not hear them ; and though we ſhould grant, that God reveals 
our Prayers to them, yet to know by Revelation is not to hear, 
In this caſe all that can be reaſonable for us to do, is only ſecretly 
to deſire, that the Saints would Pray for us, which God can re- 
veal tothem, if he pleaſes, as well as our Prayers; but it can ne- 
ver be reaſonable to Pray to thoſe, who cannot hear us. 

And if Prayer cannot be due to a created nature in its moſt 
exalted ſtate, becauſe no creature can be preſent in all places to 
hear our Prayers, then if it bea proper worſhip for Creatures, 
it muſt be ſo by a poſitive Inſtitution of God but then they 
muſt ſhew an expreſs command for it, and when they can dothat, 
we will diſpute the reaſon of the thing no longer. 

And thisis a manifeſt reaſon, why we ſhould worſhip no other 
inviſible Being befides God, becauſeno other inviſible Being is ca- 
pable of our Worſhip. God alone fills all places, and therefore 
may be worſhipped, thoughwe do not ſee him, for he is preſent 
every where to hear our prayers; but we cannot know, that any 
Being, ofa limited preſence, is preſent with us, unleſs we ſee it; 
and it is unnatural to pray to any Being, who 1s not preſent to 
hear us. 

And though the Church of Rome does not direCtly and poſitive- 
ly attribute any divine perfeCtions to Saints, yet mankind are ſo 
naturally prone, to aſcribe a kind of Divinity to immortal and in- 
viſible Spirits, that this is a ſufficient reaſon, why God ſhould 
not allow the worſhip of any inviſible Spirits. For after all that 
can be ſaid to the contrary, it is a mighty temptation to men, at 
leaſtto make inferior Deities of thoſe, to whom they conſtantly 
pay divine honours. 

- And though they donot attribute to Saints,a natural power-to 
know our Thoughts, and to hear our Prayers, and to anſwer 
them : yet if this ſupernatural gift and power, whereby they do 
it, be as conſtant, and act as certainly as nature does, it is as 
great 
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great and adorable a perfeCtion, as if it were natgral: for ſince all 
created Excellencies are the gift of God, what mighty difference 
is there between a natural and ſupernatural perfeCtion, or gift, if 
that which is ſupernatural, be as certain and laſting, and that 
which they can as conſtantly uſe, as that which is natural. As to 
take their own inſtance : Were the gift of Propheſie, which God 

- beſtowed on ſome in former Ages, as conſtant and certain, as 
natural knowledge; that they could uſe this gift, whenever they 
pleaſed, and as conſtantly foretel things to come, as they could 
reaſon and diſcourſe ; what difference would there be in this 
caſe, between a natural and ſupernatural knowledge of future 
things : truly no more but this; That a natural knowledge is 
a perfeCtion , which God did originally beſtow upon our na- 
ture : ſupernatural knowledge is an additional PerfeCtion, but 
yet upon this ſuppoſition, as inſeparably annexed to our na- 
tures, as natural knowledge, and always as ready for uſe as that 
which I think, would make ſuch a Prophet as truly venerable, as 
if Propheſie were natural to him. 

Thus it is in this preſent caſe. If the Saints know our prayers, 
by what means ſoever they do it, it muſt be as conſtant and laſt- 
ing a gifr, as if it were natural ; that is, they mult as certainly 
krow when, and what we pray for, every time we pray, as if 
they were preſent to hear us. For if they do not always know 
our prayers, we cannever know, when to pray, and can never 
have any ſecurity of their interceſſion for us z many] thouſand 
Ave Maries may be every day loſt, and turn to noaccount z and if 
they do conſtantly know this by a ſupernatural gift, it is as glo- 
rious a perfeCtion,as if this knowledge were natural. Mankind 
do not {ſo critically diſtinguiſh between natural and ſupernatural 
gifts; in whomſoever thele perfeCtions are, they are divine, and 
ſuch creatures have a ſupernatural kind of Divinity annexed to 
their natures 5 they are made Gods, though not Gods by nature, 
which is as muchas any people bclieve of their inferior Deities, 
who believe but one Supreme and Sovereign God, who 1s a God 
by nature. 

And yet the Author of the Charatter of a Papiſt repreſen- 
ted , gives ſome inſtances, which would perſwade us, that the 
Saints have a natural knowledge of our Prayers. Thus he 
tells us, That Abraham heard the peritions of Dives, who was jet 
at a preater diſtance, even in Hell, and told him likewiſe his man- 


ner of living, while as yet on Earth, (p. 4.) Now not to ask, _ 
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he comes-ſo exaltly to know, where Hell is, and that it is at. 
2 greater dittance from Heaven, than the Earth 1s: If there 
be any force in this Argument , it muſt prove, that the Saints 
have a natural knowledge of our Prayers, though at ſo great a 
diſtance from ns, as Heaven is: That they ſee, and hear us, as 
Abraham did Dives, though we cannot ſee and hear them, as Dives 
did Abraham ; which might have ſatisfied him, ſince he thinks fit 
to reaſon from Parables , that whatſoever daltance there is be- 
tween Heaven aud Hel), there is.a greater communication be- 
tween them, than between Heaven and Earth. However our Sa- 
viour cannot here ſpeak of any ſupernatural gift, whereby Abra- 
bam ſaw and heard Dives in Hell ;. unleſs we will ſay, that Dives 
did by a ſupernatural gift alſo, ſce and hear Abraham in Heaven; 
and therefore if this prove any thing, it proves , that Saints 
know and hear our Prayers by their own natural powers. 

Thus he adds, That the very Devils hear thoſe deſperate wretches, 
who call on them, and why then ſhould he doubt, that Saints want this 
priciledge in ſome manner granted to ſinful men and wicked ſpirits. 
But though he call this a Priviledge, I ſuppoſe, he means a natu- 
ral one, unleſs he thinks, that the Devils hear witches by a ſuper-. 
natural revelation, as the Saints in Heaven hear the prayers of the 
Saints on Earth : But I always thought, that Devils had been a 
little nearer bad men, than the Saints in Heaven are to us on 
Earth; for they are confined to this Lower Region, and there- 
fore are often fo near,as to ſee and hear bad men, though they are 
inviſible themſelves: And this is one reaſon, why God will not 
allow us to worſhip any inviſible Spirits, becauſe though we 
ſhould intendonly to worfhip good Spirits, and glorified Saints, 
yet bad Spirits, who are near and preſent, as having their reſi- 
dence in the Air, as the Devil is called the Prince of the Power 
of the Air, do aſſume this worſhip to themſelves, and both cor- 
rupt the worſhip, andabuſe their Votaries, with lyirig Wonders, 
Thus they did in the times of Paganiſm, and whether they have. 
more reverence for the Chriſtian Saints, than they had for the. 
Pagan Deities, inaſſuming their names and worſhip, let others. 
confider. 

But to return to the» Biſhop. He having aſſured vs, that the. 
Church of Rome does not aſcribe any divine perfeCtions to the 
Saints ( of which the Reader may judge by what 1 have al- 
ready diſcourſed) he thus. concludes. Jr 5 therefore true, rhat by 

examining what are or mnicriour Sentiments concerning the Saints, it 
: will 
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will be ſound we do not .raiſe them above the condition of creatures, Pag. 9; 
and from thence we ought to judge, of what nature that exteriour honour 

is, which we render them ;, exteriour Veneration being eſtabliſhed to 

reſtifie the interior Sentiments of the mind: That is, we muſt con- 

clude, they do not give the worſhip of God to them, becauſe 

they do not believe them to be Gods. Now this, I confeſs, would 

be true, were the external Signs of honour wholly arbitrary, and 

at our. own choice; for then they conld lignifie no more, than: 

what we intend to ſignifie by them, and we ought not to ke char- 

ged with intending to ſignifie more, than what we profeſs to in- 

tend ; but when either the Act of worſhip naturally ſignifies di- 

vine perfeCtions, as prayer to an Inviſible Being does, or God has 
reſerved any Acts of worſhip to himſelf, as he has done all Reli- 

gious Worſhip, that is, all Worſhip paid to Inviſible Beings, as 

I h: ve already ſhewn; in theſe caſes we may be guilty of giving 
divine honours to creatures, though jn words and intention, we 
aſcribe no divine perfeCtions to them. 

So that I cannot ſee, but that, after all the fine colours, and fofr 
interpretations, which the- Biſhop puts upon this practice of the 
Church of Rome, in praying to Saints, the charge againſt them of 
giving the peculiar worſhip of God tocreatures, is as ſtrong and 
torcible as ever. - 

Secondly, let us now conſider, whether our praying to the 
Saints, to pray and intercede for us, be not injurious tothe Me- 
ritsand Mediation of Chriſt. Now there are two things the 
Biſhop nrges to prove, that the Mediation of Saints is not in- 
jurious to the Mediation of Chriſt. r. That if the quality of Me- 
diator, which the Scriptures gives to Jeſus Ch, ijt, —_ any pre. Pag. 6. 

judice from the Interceſſion made to the Saints, who raigs with God, it 
would receive no leſs from the interceſſun made to the Faithful who 
live with us. For this he alledges the Authority of the Ca- Nam fi props 
techiſm ad Parochos, which tells us, That if it were not lawful terea Subfidiis- 
10 deſire help of the Saints, becauſe we have one Pat, on or Mediator fanctorum uti 
Teſus Chriſt, the ApoFtle would not ſo earneſtly bave deſired the EO 
E”, . quod unum 
Prayers of the Brethren, who were then living, 10 God for him. FOr y.tronum ha- 
the glory and atynity of C briſt, as Mediator, 1s not leſs dininifſhed bemus Jeſum 
by the Prayers of the Living, than by the Interceſſion of Saints im Chriftum,nun-- 
Heaven. quam id com- 
mihtlet Apo- 
ſtolus, ut ſe Deo tanto- ſtudio fratrum viventium precibus-adjuvari vellet ; neq; enim minus 
vivorum preces, quam eorum, qui in Celis ſunt, ſantorum deprecatio, Chriſti Mediatoris 
gloriam & dignitatem inminuerent, Catech. Rom. part. 3. Tit. de cultu & vener- _— 
iS - 
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This is the leaſt that can be made of it, that the Mediation and 
Interceſlion of the Saints for us in Heaven,is no more than one Chri- 
ſtians praying for another on Earth; and I fear this is not recon- 
cileable with the preCtice of the Church of Rome in this matter. 
For can this (if it be no more) be thoughta ſufficient foundation, 
for all that pompous worſhip of the Virgin ary, and other 
powerful Saints? Is this a good reaſon to erect Temples and Al- 
tars, conſecrated not only to their Memory, but to their Honour; 
to ſet up their Images in Holy Places, and pay our humole Ado- 
rations before them; becauſe they pray for us in Heaven, jult as 
Chriſtian Brethren pray for one another on Earth ? 

And therefore 1 muſt needs ſay, the Biſhop has not truly ex- 
pounded the Doftrine of the Church of Rome inthis Point, which 
makes the Saints to be our Mediators in Heaven; not indeed Media- 
tors of Redemption, which ſhe acknowledges none to be but 
Chriſt, who has purchaſed us with his own Blood ; but Media- 
tors of Interceſſion, who have ſomuch intereſt, and favour, in the 
Court of Heaven, as powerfully to recommend thoſe to God, 
who put themſelves under their Patronage. This I confeſs makes 
a great difference between the Mediation of Chriſt, and of the 
Saints, and yet leaves a great diſtance between the Prayers of 
Saints in Heaven for us, and the mutual Interceſlions of Chriſtians 
for each other on Earth, and the Church of Rome never taught, 
that they were of the ſame nature; for though the Catechiſm 
endeavours to prove, that the Mediation and Interceſſion of the 
Saints in Heaven for us, is not injurious to the Mediation of 
Chriſt; becauſethe Prayers of Chriſtians for each other on Earth, 
are very reconcileable with the Honour of Chriſt's Interceſſion : 
yet it never teaches, that there is no difference between the Pray- 
ers of Saints in Heaven, and Chriſtians on Earth ; andl think we 
ought to diſtinguiſh, between the DoCtrine and the Argaments of 
the Church. What ſhe declares to be her DoCtrine we muſt own 
to be ſo, but! think we muſt not grant every thing to be her Do- 
makes which ought to be ſuppoſed to make her Arguments good; 
becauſe there is no neceſlity of granting, that all her Arguments 
muſt be good. | 

This Argument indeed , that the interceſſion of the Saints in 
Heaven, is no more injurious to the Mediation of Chriſt, than 
the Prayers and Interceſhons of the Saints on Earth for each 
Other, cannot be good without ſuppoſing, that the Interceſſions of 


The Saints ia Heaven areof the very ſame nature, with the Pray- 
ers 
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ers of Chriſtians for each other on Earth ; and the Biſhop takes 
the advantage tg repreſent this as the DoCtrine of the Church, 
that ſhe teaches us to pray to Saints in the ſame ſpirit of Charity, and 
according to the ſame order of fraternal ſociety, which moves us to 
den:and aſſiſtance of our Brethren living uponEarth. But this | think 
is not reconcileable with the expreſs words of the Council of 
Trent, which founds the invocation of Saints upon their reigning 
with Chriſt ; which makes a vaſt difference between their intereſt 
and authority in the Court of Heaven, and the humble ſappli- 
cations of Chriſtians on Earth. And 1 think the ſpirit of Charity, 
and the order of fraternal ſociety, does not require us ſuppliciter in- 
wvocare, to pray to our fellow Chriſtians on Earth as knmble Supplze 
cants tO pray for us, as the Council teaches us to addreſs our 
ſelves tothe Saints in Heaven, 

Chriſtians indeed on Earth, and Saints in Heaven (ſince the Bi- 
ſhop has limited all their aid and aſliſtance to their prayers ) can 
dono more than pray for us; and are thus both of them diſtinguiſh- 
ed from Chriſt, who is our Mediator of Redemption, who has 
bought us with his blood : But then we ought to conſider, that 
there is a vaſt difference in prayers, and prayers may prevail 
upon ſuch different Reaſons, as may quite alter the nature of the 
Interceſlion. For is there no difference between the power and 
intereſt of a favourite, to obtain what he deſires of his Prince, and 
the Petition of an ordinary SubjeCt? A Prince may grant the Peti- 
tion of a Subject for himſelf, or of one Subject for another, where 
there 1s reaſon and equity in the caſe, without any more power- 
ful interceſſion; but aCts of grace and favour muſt be diſpenſed 
by the interceſlions of favourites; and yet it is all by way of 
prayer and Petition to the Prince; but though it is all but Peti- 
tion and requeſt, yet thoſe who haveany requeſt to maketo their 
Prince, place more confidence in the intereſt and power of oncifa- 
vourite, than in the joynt Petitions of many ordinary Subjects. 

Thus it is here ; Chriſtians on Earth pray for cach other as 
eommon Supplicants, and the benefit they expect from fuch 
Prayers and Interceſlions, is only from the prevalency of Faith and 
Charity, which inſpire ſuch prayers, and make them efficacious. 

God has commanded us to pray for one another, and has promiled 

to hear our united, fervent, and importunate Prayers, fur the 

merits of our common Saviour Jeſus Chriſt : But thoſe who pray 

to Saints.in Heaven, pray to them as Favourites and Mediators, 

who prevail not meerly by the force and efficacy of Prayer, _ 
| y 


a. 
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by their perſonal Merits and Intereſts with God; and this makes 
'them juſt ſuch Mediators as Chriſt is, who by their Power and 
Intereſt can recommend us and our Prayers to God's acceptance, 
No you'll ſay, Chriſt purchaſed us with his Blood, and mediates 
in the vertue of his Sacrifice, which makes his Mediation of a 
Uifferent nature from the Mediation of Saints, who mediate only 
by their intereſt with God, upon account of their perſonal Merits. 
But this alters not the caſe; for the general notionof a Mediator, 
is one who has Power and Intereſt with God, effeCtually to re- 
commend us to his favour ; and whether he mediates with, or 
without a Sacrifice, if his Mediation be powerful and efficacious, 
heis a true and proper Mediator ; and to ſet up ſuch other Me- 
diators belides Chriſt, mult be injurious to his Megiation, for then 
Chriſt iz not our only Mediator and after all the Apologies that 
can be made for it, i argues ſome diltruſt, either of Chriſt's Po- 
wer, or good Willto help us, when we fly to other Patrons and 
Advocates. 

2. And therefore Monſiexr de Meaux has another Reſerve; for 
in the ſecond place he tells us from the Council of Trent, That to 
invocate Saints, accrding to the ſenſe of this Council, 1s to have re- 
cou ſe to their Prayers, for obtaining benefits from God through Jeſus 
Chriſt, ſo that in reality we do not obtain thoſe benefits, which we re- 
ceive by the Interceſſion of the Saints, otherwiſe than through- Feſus 
Chriſt, and in his Name ;, ſeeing theſe Saints themſelves pray in no other 
manner than through Jeſus Chriſt, and are not heard but in his Name, 
After which we cannot imagine, that any one ſhould accuſe us of for 
ſaling Feſus Chriſt, when we beſeech his Members, who are alſo ours, 
bis Children, who are our Brethren, and his Saints, who are our fir(t- 
fruits, to pray with us, and for us, to our common Mater, in the 
mame of our common Mealtator. 

As for forſaking FeſusChriſt, this we do not charge them withz 
tho whoever conliders, how much more frequent addrelles are 


- made in the Church of Kometo the Virgin Mary, and ſome other 


powerful Saints, than to Chriſt himſelf, will be tempted to 
thiok, that it looks very like forſaking him ; but we only ſay, 
that they rob Chriſt of the glory of being onr only Mediator and 
Advocate, by having recourſe tothe Prayers, andinterceſlions of 
ſo many Saints. 

But how can the Interceſſion of Saints be injurious to the Me- 
diation of Chriſt, when they themſelves intercede in the Name 
and Mediation of Chriſt ; which neceſlarily reſerves to Chriſt 
; the 
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the glory of his Mediation entire, fince the Saints themſelyex are 
not hrard but in his Name? 

Now rightly to underſtand this, we muſt conſider the Nature 
of Chriſts Mediation, which is to offer up all thoſe Prayers to 
God in Heaven, which we make to God inhis name on Earth. He 


is our Mediator in Heaven, our High-Prieſt, who is paſſed tmto the Heb. 4, 14. 
Heavens; who is made not after the law of a Carnal Commandment, but Heb. 7. 16.26, 
after the power of an endleſs life, who is made higher than the Heavens, Heb. g. 24. 


who is not entred into the Holy Place made with hands, which are the 
figures of the true, but into Heaven it ſelf, now to appear in the preſence 
of God for us. $0 that as the High-Prieſt under the Law entred 
once a year into the Holy Place, which was a type and figure of 
Heaven, to make expiation and interceſſions for the People; fo 
the,Office of Chriſt, asour High-Prieſt and Mediator, is toaſcend 
into Heaven with his own Blood, and there to appear in the 
preſence of God for us. His mediatory Office is confined to 

Heaven ; there he preſents our Prayers to Gad, in vertue of his 

own Blood; and this is as peculaar and appropriated to him, as it 

was tothe High-Prieſt under the Law, to offer the Blood of the 

Sacrifice, and make Attonement, and Interceſſion in the Holy of 
Holies. 

So that to preſent our Prayers to God in Heaven is the pecu- 
liar office of Chriſt, who is our great High-Prieſt, and only Me- 
diator in the immediate preſence of God in Heaven ; and to ap- 
ply our ſelves toany other Mediators in Heaven, to preſent our 
Prayers to God, in what manner, or upon what pretence ſoever 
it be, is injurious to the Mediation of Chriſt, whoſe proper Office 
it is to preſent our Prayers to God in Heaven. And that pretence 
that the Saints pray for us only in the Name and Mediation of 
Chriſt, is no Apology in this caſe, for in what name ſoever they 
pray, they offer up our Prayers to God immediately in Heaven, 
which is the Office of our great High-Prieſt, for there is and muſt 
be but be but one Mediator in Heaven. 

And if we conſider, what is meant by Praying to God in the 
Name and Mediation of Chriſt, we ſhall ſee reaſon to think, that 
this is very improperly attributed to the Saints in Heaven. For 
when we pray to God in the Name of Chriſt, though we addreſs 
our Prayers immediately to God, yet God does not receive them, 
as coming immediately from us, but as preſented by the hands of 
our Mediator ; which is the true meaning of Praying to God in 
the Name of Chriſt, that we offer our Prayers to God, not di- 

H rectly 


Heb. 7. 25. 
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re&tly from our ſelves, for then we ſhonld have no need of a Me. 
diator, but by his Hands, whoſe Office it is to preſent them to 
God, toappear in the Preſence of God for us, which is therefore 


called coming to God by him. | 
Now thisis very agreeable to the ſtate and condition of Chri.- 


' Nians 6n Earth, who are at a great diſtance from the immediate 


Throne and Preſence of God, to offer their Prayers by the hands 
of a Mediator, who appears in the preſence of God for them; 
and the reaſon, why we want a Mediator to appear for us, is be- 
cauſe we are not yetadmitted into God's immediate Preſence our 
ſelves. But could every ordinary Prieſt, or Jew, have been ad- 
mitted into the Holy of Hoties, as the High-Prieſt was,they might 
as well have offered their Prayers and Sacrifices there immediate- 
ly to God, without the Miniſtry and Mediation of the High-Prieſt; 
and thoſe who are in Heaven in the immediate preſence of God, if 
they. offer up any Prayers to God for themſelves or others, they 
offer them immediately and direCtly to God, becauſe they offer 
them toGod in his immediate Preſence; which is the true notion 
of Chriſt's Mediation, that he appears in the preſence of God for 
us: And therefore whatever ule there may be of the Name of 
Chriſt in Heaven; Saints in Heaven, who live in the immediate 
Preſence of God, have no need of a Mcdiator to offer their Prayers 
to God, as Saints on Earth have, becauſe they are admitted to 
the immediate Viſionof God themſelves. To ofter up our Prayers 
to God, inthe Name and Mediation of Chriſt, ſuppoſes, that we 
are at a diſtance from God, and not admitted into his Preſence to 
ſpeak for our ſelves; but thoſe Prayers, which are offered to God 
in his immediate Preſence, need no Mediator to preſent them. 
And yet toſay, that the Saints in Heaven offer their Prayers to 
God in the Nameand Mediation of Chriſt, is to ſay, that when 
they are admitted to the immediate Preſence of God themſelves, 
they ſtill need a Mediator ; that the Prayers they offer to God, in 
his immediate Preſence,they do not offer immediately to him, but 
by the hands of a Mediator ; which if it be Sence, I am ſure, is 
no good Divinity, as neither agreeing with the Types of the 
Law, nor with the Goſpel-account of Chriſt's Mediation. And 
therefore if glorified Saints appear for us in the preſence of God 
in Heaven, they areas much our Mediators as Chriſt is; for this 
is the moſt eſſential Character of this Mediation, that be appears 
in the preſence of God for us. The only ObjeCtion I can fore-ſce a- 
gainſt this, is, that ſome of the ancient Fathers, though they did 
not 
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not pray to Saints to pray for them, yet were inclined to believe, 
that Saints departed did Pray for the Church on Earth, eſpecially 
for their particular Friends, which they left behind them, and 
therefore to be ſure did not think this any injury to the Media- 
tion of Chriſt. But then we muſt conſider, that as they ſpoke 
doubtfully of this matter, ſo thoſe very Fathers did not believe, 
that Saints departed were received up into the higheſt Heaven, 
into the immediate Preſence and Throne of God; though they 
thought them ina very happy ſtate, yet not perfeCt, till the re- 
ſurre&tion; and therefore they prayed for Saints departed, as 
well as believed, that Saints departed prayed for them. Now 


any Mediation and Interceſſion on this fide Heaven, is very con- 


ſiſtent withthe Mediation of Chriſt in Heaven; but to intercede 
in Heaven is his peculiar Office, which no other Creature can 
ſhare in, ſince his ReſurreCtion and Aſcenſion. This, 1 think, is 
ſufficient toprove, that Monſieur de Meanx his Expoſition cannot 
reconcile Praying to Saints to Pray for us, either with the peculiar 
Worſhip of God, or with the Glory and Dignity of our great and 
only Mediator and Advocate Feſus Chriſt. 


The Charafter of a Papiſt Repreſented. 
3. Of addreſſing more Supplications to the Virgin Mary than to 
Chrift, © 


Monſieur de Meanx takes no notice of that peculiar kind of 
Worſhip, which is paid in the Church of Rome to the Virgin 
Mary, as being ſenſible how hard it is to reconcile this with his 
bare Ora pro nobis ;, but the Repreſenter, who pretends to follow 
the Biſhops Pattern, but wants his Judgment and Caution to ma- 
nage it, undertakes to —_— for this too; and it is worth 
the while to conſider what he ſays. 

The Papiſt Mil-repreſented is ſaid tobelieve the Virgin Maryto 
be much more powerful in Heaven than Chriſt, and that ſhe can com- 
mand himto do, what ſhe thints good, and for this reaſon he Honours 
her, much more then he does her Son, or God the Father, for one Prayer 
he ſays to God, ſaying ten to the Holy Virgin. Let us then coniider 
how muchof Miſ-repreſentation there is in this ;and i ſhall begin 
with the laſt firſt, becauſe mens Actions are the beſt Interpreters 
of their Thoughts and Belief. 

The Papiſt for one prayer he ſays to God , ſays tex to the Virgin 
Mary : Is this miſ-repreſented ? Let him but tell over his ay 
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and ſee how many Ave aries and Pater noſters he will find upon 
a ſtring, which are exaCtly ten for one. This he confeſles, and 
thinks it as innocent to recite the Angelical Salutation now, as 
it was for the Angel Gabriel and Elizabeth todo it. But did the 
Angel uſe it as a Prayer to the Virgin Mary? Is Hail thou that art 
Highly favoured, the Lord is with Thee, bleſſed art thou 'amongſt 
Women, when ſpoken to the Virgin, who was then preſent to hear 
it, a friendly Salutation, or a Prayer ? Was it delivering a Meſ- 
{age,or an act of Devotion ? Or is this the Ave Maria now in uſe 
in the Church of Rome ? As I remember, there are two or three 

c ,.. little words, Ora pro n0bis, added to it, which make it a Prayer, 

prongs ne not the Angelical Salutation : And we do not read, that the An- 

and Glory of gel ſaid, Holy Mary, ether of G 08, pray for us ſinxers, now and in 
holy Mary p. the hour of Death. 

24, Indeed were it lawful to pray to the Virgin Mary, I fhould 
have leſs to ſay againſt the frequent repetition of this prayer 
but yet a man might enquire, why the prayer to the Virgin 
Mary, is repeated ſo much oftner than the prayer to God; is 
not this to honour her much more then he does her Son, or God the 
Father? For is not Prayer an aCt of Honour and Worſhip? And 
do we not then honour that Being moſt, to whom we pray of- 
teneſt ? No, ſays the Repreſenter, for he does not at any time ſay 
even ſo much as one Prayer to her, but what is diretted more principally 
ro God, Surely there muſt be ſome Myſtery inthis. For do they 
not ſay a great many Prayers, immediately direCted to the Vir- 
gin ary, and not at all direfted to God ? Is not their Ave 
Aaria ſuch a Prayer,and do they principally pray to God inthoſe * 
Prayers, which are immediately directed to the Virgin A/ary? 
When they pray to the Virgin ary to pray to them, is this 
Prayer princ-pally direfted to God Almighty ? What when the 
Virgin is only named ; And the matter of the Prayer is ſuch, that 
it cannot be directed to God Almighty, unleſs they think it pro- 
per to pray to God to pray for them ? Yes, theſe Prayers to the 
Virgin are offered up as athankful Memorial of Chriſt”s Incarnation, 
and an ackyowledgement of the Bleſſedneſs of Jeſus the fruit of her 

ob. The meaning of which can be no more than this, That 
when they Pray to Adary the Mother of Jeſus, it is a tacite ac- 
knowledgement, that Jeſus was born of her, and that the Son. 
wult be a very Glorious Prince, when the Mother is fo highly 
exalted upon account of her Relation to-him, as to have ſomany 
e&yout Prayers and Hymns offered up to her. But does this 
prove, 
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prove, that the Prayers, which are immediately direCted to-the 
Virgin 4/:ry, are principally airetted to Chriſt, becauſe Mary was 
his Mot. . , waichis the whole Myſtery of the bufinefs. Suppoſe 
Chriſt ſhuald think himſelf honoured by thoſe Prayers, whichare 
offered to his Mother, yet is there no difference between praying 
to Thriſt, and that Honour we do him in praying to his Mother? 
Alate Author indeed tells us, that the FYereration, which we gi: e 
to Mary, redounds to Jeſus: All Honour given tothe Mother, tending 
to the Glory of the Son, for as he communicates with her in Fleſh and 
Blood ; ſoalſo doth he partake with her in her Qualities and Per fettions, 
and therefore he is a ſharer 11: that Homage and Obſervance, that is 
made to her. This is anew ſort of Conſudltantiation, and Commu- 
nication of Properties z our yet how much ſoever we honour Je- 
ſus, when we pray to 4ary, yet wedonot pray to Jeſus, when 
we pray to ary, and therefore theſe Prayers are'principally and 
immediately direfted to ary, not to God or Chriſt ; and there- 
fore to offer ten Prayers tro Afary, for one to God, look very 
like honowring Mary much more than her Son, or God the Father, 
Well, but ſhe is the Mother of God, and Bleſſed amongſt Women; 
but how does her being Chriſts Mother entitle her to a grea- 
ter ſhare in our Prayers and Devotions than Chriſt himſelf? It is 
indeed a great Honour to her tobe the Mother of Jeſus, but does 
this entitle her to that Worſhip and Homage, which is due to her 
Son? She is the happieſt Mother among Women, but does this 
advance her above Angels and Arch-Angels? For my part I ſee 
no reaſon to think, that her bearing Chriſt in her Womb, which 
was a ſingular Favour conferred on her, but has nothing of Me- 
rit init, ſhould advance her above the moſt Eminent Apoltles and 
Martyrs, who with undaunted Courage and unwearied Induſtry 
propagated the Goſpel throughout the World, and were the 
great Miniſters of his Kingdom : 1 am ſure our Saviour does not 
ſeem to attribute any ſuch mighty Vertue to the Maternity of 
Mary, when a certain Woman ſaid unto him, Bleffed is the Womb 
that bare thee, and the Paps which thou haſt ſucked; he anſwered, yea 
rather Bleſſed are they, who hear the Word of God and keepirt. And 
in another place, when ſome told him, behold thy Mother and thy 
Brethren ſtand without deſiring to ſpeak with thee, he anſwered and ſaid 
wnto him, that told him, wha is my Mother? And who are my Bre- 
thren ? and he ſtretched forth bis hand. towards his Diſciptes, ſaying, 
behold my Mother and my Brethren, for whoſever ſhall do the Will of 
my Father, which is in Heaven, the ſane is my Mother, and Siſter, 
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Matth. 12. 46. 
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and Brother. Which prefers his meaneſt Diſciples before the Mo- 
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ther of his Fleſh, conſidered only as his Mother; which he would 
not have done, had the bare Maternity of Mary advanced her a- 
bove all other Creatures. 

Well, but ſhe is moſt acceptable to God in ber Interceſſion for us, 
Did the Angel tell themthis too, as well as that ſhe is Blefled a- 
mong Women? Whence thendo they learn it ? Is it only becauſe 
ſhe is a Mother? Have all Mothers then ſuch a natural Authority 
over their Sons, even when they are Soveraign Princes ? Cannot 
the Eternal Son of God chuſe an Earthly Mother, but he muſt 
admit her into the Throne with him, and govern his Kingdom, if 
not by her Commands, yet by her Importunities and Requelts ? 
This is thought a great weakneſs in Earthly Princes, and uſually 
proves fatal to their Government; and yet it is much more tole- 
rable in Earth thanin Heaven. What has the Mother of his Fleſh 
to do,to intermeddlein the affairs of hisSpiritual Kingdom, which 
the is not capable of managing ? She had no Authority in the 
Church, while ſhe was on Earth, which methinks her Maternity 
might give heras much Right to, as to be Qneen-Regent of Hea- 
ven. When Chriſt was a Child he lived in Subjeftion to Maryand 
Joſeph, though he began early to give them a Specimen of a Su- 
periour Power he had, and ſuch a work to do, as diſcharged him 
fromSubjeCtion to Earthly Parents. When he was but twelve 
years old, he told his Mother, how was it, that ye ſought me, wiſt 
ye not that I muſt be about my Fathers buſineſs? When his Mother at 
the Marriage in Cana of Galilee acquainted him, that their Wine 
was ſpent, and inſinuated her delire, that he ſhould help them, 
he rebukes her for it, Woman what have 1 to do with thee ? my 
hour is not yet come, She was not to direct him, what to do in 
ſach matters; and can we think then, that now he is advanced 
to the Right Hand of God, he will ſuffer her to intermeddle in 
the adminiſtration of his Kingdom. 

But our Author believes itrdanmablegothinkthe Virgin Mary more 
power ful in Heaven than Chriſt, or that ſhe can in any thing command 
him. It is well the /mpera Redemptori, command the Redeemer, is 
at laſt diſowned by them, though it may be ſome-may think ir 
a little too much to call it 4«mnable; becauſe whatever Papiſts 
believe now, there was a time, when this was uſed in the Millals 
of the Roman Church; and will he ſay, that it was damnable 
then to uſe that Hymn ? 


I believe no Papiſt eyer thought the Virgin Aaryto be- Omni- 
potent, 
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potent, much leſs, that ſhe can do more than Chriſt can, or can 
command him by a direCt and Superior Authority ; nor did 
any man, that I know of, ever charge them with this : and if it 
be only in this ſenſe, that he denies the Virgin to be more power- 
ful in Heaven than Chriſt, it is nothing to the purpoſe; for it is 
ſſible-for a Subject to be more powerful than his Prince , 
though he cannot command him, and can do nothing but by his 
Princes favour; but it he have ſo much the aſcendant of his Prince, 
that he can deny him nothing, that he does whatever he will 
have him, and ſuch things as no other conſideration ſhould in- 
cline him to do, but the deſire of ſuch a powerful Favourite; this 
man is really more powerful than the Prince , becauſe he has 
thedireCtion and Government of the Prigces Power : He has the 
Prince himſelf in his Power, and therefore is more powerful 
than he. And if this be the caſe of the Bleſſed Virgin, that ſhe 
has the Diſpoſal of Chriſt's Grace and Mercy , though not by a 
direct Authority, yet by her Intercſt in her Son, if he never de- 
nies that which ſhe asks, but grants that at her Interceſſion , 
which he would not grant without it ; if the Papiſts believe 
this, they believe her to be more Powerful than Chriſt, and 
they have then good reaſon, as they do, to put up more fre- 
quent Prayers to her, than to God or Chriſt himſelf. And whe- 
ther they do not believe this, and that at this very day, let any 
one judge, from theſe paſlages in the Contemplations-of the Life 
and Glory of the Holy Mary, which is lately publiſhed in En- 
gliſh, Permiſſu Superiorum, © There p. 7. he tells us, that God 


* hath by a Solemn-Covenant pronounced ary to be the Trea- Pag. 7: 


« ſury of Wiſdom, Grace, and SarCtity under Jeſus. $So that 
© whatever Gifts are beſtowed upon us by Jeſus,we receive them 
&« by the Mediation of Mary : No one being gracious to Jeſus, 
«© who is not devoted to Mary, nor hath any one been ſpecially 
&« confident .of the Patronage of Mary, who hath not through 
«© her received a ſpecial Bleſſing from Jeſus. Whence it 1s one 
&« great mark of the Predeſtination of the Elect, to be ſingularly 
&« Devoted to Mary, ſince ſhe hath a full Power, as a Mother, to 
&* obtain of Jeſus, whatever he can ask of God the Father, and 
&* is comprehended within the Sphere of man's Predeſtination to 
*©Glory, Redemption from Sin, and Regeneration by Grace. Nel- 
« ther hath any one petitioned Mary, who was refuſed by Jeſus, 
* nor truſted in ary, and was abandoned by Jeſus. 
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" © A little after he direfts the Devotes of the Virgin, ts 
& have a firm and unſhaken confidence in her Patronage, a- 
& midſt the greateſt of our inward Conflicts with Senſuality, 
« 2nd outward Tribulations from the adverſe Cafualties of 
«this Life ; through a ſtrong Judgment of her eminent Pow- 
«er, within the Empire of Jeſus, grounded upon the ſingular 
&« Prerogative of her Divine Maternity; for by vertue there+ 
<« of no State of man can be ſo unhappy, through the malice 
<« of Satan, the heats of our Paſſions, or the Enormity of Sin, 
& which exceeds her Love towards the Dilciples of Jeſus, or 
© the efficacy of her Mediation for us unto Jeſus : So that 
* though the condition of ſome great Sinners may be ſo de- 
< plorable, that all the limited Excellency , Merits and Power 
&« of all the Saints and Angels, cannot effeCtually bend the 
& Mercies of Jeſns to receive them, yet ſuch is the accepta- 
< bleneſs of the Mother of Jeſus to Jeſus, that whoever is un- 
&« der the Verge of her Proteftion, may confide in her Inter- 
© ceſſions to Jeſus. He denying no Favour to her, whereby 
© the Wonders of man's Predeſtination and Redemption 
© through Jeſus, may be magnified and promoted. $o that 
the Bleſſed Virgin is more Powerful than all the Saints and 
Angels in Heaven ; ſhe has all the Power of Chriſt, all his 
Grace and Mercy in her hands, and can diſpenſe it to ſuch 
Sinners, whom Chrift would not pity and relieve without 
her, and therefore is a more powerful Patroneſs of Sinners , 
than Chriſt himſelf is. And therefore he might well add in 
the next place, that all theſe Bleſſings flow from Jeſus to all 
through Mary, and may therefore juſtly refer them all to her, as to 
the moſt effettual Inſtrument, Channel, and Conveyance of all, Now 
if this be true Repreſenting, it is no Miſ-repreſentation to ſay, 
that a Papiſt believes the Virgin 44ary, to be much more Power- 
ful in Heaven than Chriſt; not that ſhe has any Power of her 
own, but that ſhe can more powerfully and effe&ually bend the 
Mercies of Feſus to relieve Sinners, than; the niercies of Jeſus can 
bend themſelves without her. 
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SECT, % 
IMAGES. 


= HAT the Worſhip of Images, as it was practiſed by 
the Heathens, is Idolatry, Monſieur de Xeanx and 
the Repreſenter ſuppoſe z and therefore their Buſineſs is, 
to give ſuch an account of the Worſhip of Images, as pra- 
Aiſed in the Church of Rome, . as to diſtinguiſh themſelves 
from Heathen Idolaters. To this purpoſe the Biſhop tells 
us, The Council of Trent forbids us expreſy to believe any Di- 
vinity or Virtue in them, for which they ought to be reverenced, to 
demand any favour of them, or to put any truſt in them; and 
ordains, That all the Honour which 1s given to them, ſhould be 
referred to the Saints themſelves which are r _ them, 
That the Honour we render Images, is upon their ex- 
citing in #s the remembrance of theſe thy repreſent. That by 
banking our ſelves before the Image of Chriſt crucified, we ſhow 
what is our ſubmiſſion to our Saviour. So that to ſpeak, preciſely, 
and a——_— to the Eccleſiaſtical Stile, when we honour the Image 
of an Apoſtle or Martyr, our intention is not ſo much to honour 
the Image, as to honour the Apoſtle or Martyr m the preſence. of 
the Image. Thus the Pontifical tells 5, and the Catncilof Trent 
expreſſes the ſame thing, when it ſay' The Honour we render tq 
Images, has ſuth a reference to thoſe they repreſent, that by the 
means of thoſe Images which we kiſs, and before which we kneel, 
we adore Feſus Chriſt, and honour the Saints, whoſe Types they 
are. To the ſame purpoſe the os yy ſpeaks, and al- 
moſt in the ſame words. So that the Sum of. their Apology 
is this, That they do not believe. Images to have any Divi- 
nity in them, or to be Gods, and therefore do not pray 
to, nor put their truſt in the Image, nor ſo much honour 
the Image in thoſe external Expreſſions of Reverence they 
pay to it, by kiſſing it, and kneeling before ir, as Chriſt 
or the Saint whom the Image repreſents; and the uſefulneſs 
of Images to excite in us the — of, thoſe whom 
we 
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we love and honour, is a juſtifiable Reaſon of that Honour 
we pay to th:m. TE. 

This is a Matter of very great conſequence, and deſerves 
to be carefully ſtated ; and therefore I ſhall ſtrictly examine, 
W hethcr this Expaſition will juſtify the. worſhip of Images, 
and ſufficiently diſtinguiſh the Worſhip of the Ch. of Rome, 
from that Worſhip which the Heathens gave to their Images. 

Monſieur de Meame pretends, by his Expoſition of the 
Potrines of the Chureh of Rome, to cut off Objections and 
Diſputes ; that is, ſd to ſtate the Matrer, that there may be 
ne place for thoſe Objeftions which Proteſtants commonly 
urge *gainſt ge. Burt I do nor fee, that he 
has made any Eſſay of this Nature in the Point of Image- 
. Worſhip, but has left both all the Diſputes among them- 
flves, and with Proteſtants, untouched. ai 

The Objections which Proteſtants urge againft the Wor- 
ſhip of Images, as taught and praiſed in the Church of 
Rome, are principally & four. | ks 

1. Thatit isexpreſly forbid by the ſecond Commandment, 
without any limication or exception. 

2. Fhat the Heathens are in Scripture charged with Ido- 
htry in the Worſhip of Images. ths! 

3. Fhat it is a violation of the Divice Majeſty, crimes 
befe Majeftatss, to reprefent God by a material and ſenſlefs 
Imageor Picture. 

4- That a vifible Objeft of Worſhip, thongh. conſidered 
only as a Reprefentatton, is. expreſly contrary to the Law of 
S#%ſer, and cfpecially to the ſpiritual Natore of the. Chriſti- 
an Worſhip. 

Now I do not ke, how the Biſhop*s Expoſition takes off 
any of thefe Objeftions, which after all that be bath Gaid, 
are in full force ill, as 1 ſhall particularly ſhew. 

x. gory ey mes ne rg OT forbids us 
avpreſly ! to believt any Divinity or Virtne in Images, for which 
x #+ hap be - reverenced. We grant, the <Fh does 

id this; and: he knows we never charge them with 
there ate fre practices of ' the Chorch of Rowe, 


it3. thongh i n 
with took” very fuſpicouily that way : but then we 
be Keobes Comtmndimene ibid the worſhip of all Fs 
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without auy ſioh limitations for there is not any one word 
in the Commandment.to limit che Prohibition of workip- 
ping [mages,to fach Lmages, as are belſey'd tohave any Divi» 
nity in tuzem. The words of the Contmandment are as genera 
as can be, Thow ſhalt not make to thy ſelf any Graven Image, nor 
the likeneſs of any thing that is in Heaven above,or in the Earth he« 
neath, or in the Water wander the Earth ;, thou ſhalt not bow dews 
to them, nor worſhip them. The Commandment takes no notice 
of any Divinity which is ſuppoſed to be in theſe Images, but 
only of the Repreſentation made by them, that they are the K 
Likeneſs or Repreſentation of things in Heaven,or things on 
Earth, or things under the Earth ; and therefore the whole 
Diſpute between Papilts and Proteſtants about the ſenſe of 
the ſecond _—_ and the ſtri&t notion of an Idol, 
is left untouch'd by this Expoſition, 
The Roman Doctors indeed tell us, that the Heathens wor- 

ſhipped their Images as Gods, and did aſcribe Divinity to 
them z _ which account Monſieur d Means tells us, AL Pap. 9. L 
theſe words of the Council are like ſo many Charaiters to diflingwſh 
w from Idolaters; ſeeing we are ſo far from believing with themt 514 ny. 5:0. 
any Divinity annexed to the Images, that we ds not attribute to lingticer's De- 
them any Virtue, but that of exciting in us the rememby ance of fenct of the Diſe 
thoſe they repreſent. But he knew very well, that Proteſtants © 9 1dola- 
deny, that the Heathens rook their Images for Gods any 7P:49%%* 
more than Papiſts do their Philoſophers deſpiſed the charge, 
and made the fame Apolagies for themſelves, which the Di- 
vines of the Church of Rome now do; and we may ſuppoſe, 
that common Heathens had mach ſach Apprehenfions 
them, as common Papilts have : Thoſe who had aty ſenſe 
could not believe:them to be Gods ; and thoſewho'have none, 
may believe any thing : but there is no great regard to behad 
to ſuch Mens Faith, whatever their Religion be,who are void 
of common Senfe. However thiz Difpute, whether the Heg- 
thens did believe thar Images tobe Gods,or to have any more 
Divinity in them, than Papilts attribute to their Images, is & 
a Diſpute ſtill, and Monſieor de Meaux has not ſaid one word 
to prevent K 3 and therefore the Condemnation of the Hea- 
thens for worſhipping Images is ſtitl a good Objection againſt 
the worſhip of Images in — —_ of Kone, till he prove 

- 2 as 
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ks well azaſſert this difference between ' them. | 
' But indeed, tho I readily grant that the Church of Rome 
does not believe that there is any Divinity in their Images, 
and that the Heathens did believe that Conſecration brought 
down the Gods, whom they worſhipped by ſuch Repreſen- 
tations, and tied them by fome inviſible Charms to their 
tmage, that they might be always preſent there to reccive 
their Worſhip 3 yet this makes no material difference in their 
Notion of Images. 
The reaſon why the Heathens thought it neceſſary by 
ſome Magical Arts to faſten their Gods, or ſome Divine 
Powers to their Images, was not to incorporate them with 
their Images, but to ſecure a Divine Preſence there, to hear 
their Prayers, and receive their Sacrifices, without which all 
their Devotions paid to an [mage were loſt ; which was very 
neceſſary, eſpecially in the Worſhip of their Inferior Dz- 
DD mons, whom they did not believe to be preſent in all places- 
3 King, 18. 27. As Elijah mocked the Priefts of Baal, and ſaid, Cry aloud; for 
he is a God : either be is talking, or he us purſuing, or he is in a 
Fourny, or peradventure he ſleepeth, and muſt be awaked, But 
now, thoſe who believe that God is every where preſent to 
fee and hear what we do; and that the Saints, who are 
not preſent in their Images, yet do certainly know ( by 
what means ſoever it be) what Prayers and Homages are 
offered to them at their Images, need not call down any Di- 
vine Powers conſtanitly to attend their Images, but only to 
procure their acceptance of thoſe Devotions, which are paid 
to them at their _ And thus is the difference between 
the Conſecration of Heathen and Popiſh Images : The firſt 
is to-procure the Preſence of their Gods in th:ir Images ;, 
the other to obtain the Favour of Chriſt, and the Saints, to 
accept thoſe Prayers and Oblations, and other Acts of De- 
yotion which are offered to them at their Images ; as to 
give but one Inſtance of it in a Prayer uſed at the Conſecra- 
Ponrif, in Be- Tion of the Croſs. Sanitificetrr liygnum iftud in nomine Pa-l tris 
ned. nov. eru- &- Fi-\-lis, & Spirit -|- Santti, & benedilt1o illins ligns in quo 
cis, membra ſanta ſatuatoris ſuſpenſa ſunt, ſit in ifto kigno ;, ut 0- 
rantes inclinanteſq, ſe propter Deum ante iftam crucem inveniant 
Corporis& Anime ſanitatem. Let this Wood be ſanttified in the 


name 
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name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghoſt ; and 
let the Bleſſing of that Wood, on which the holy Members of our 
Saviour hung, be on this Wood, that thoſe, who pray and bow them- 
ſelves before this Croſs, may obtain Health both of Body and Soul. 
This peculiar Virtue which Conſecration beltows on Images 
to obtain the Favour of Chriſt and his Saints, to thoſe who 
pray and worſhip before them, is all that the Heathens in- 
tended in calling down their Gods to attend their Images 
to hear and receive their Prayers and Sacrifices. They did 
not believe their Images to be Gods, bur Silver, or Gold, 
Wood, or Braſs, or Stone, according to the Materials they 
were made of, as the Church of Rome does; but they thought 
their Gods were preſent to hear the Prayers they ade bs. 
fore their Images ;, as the Church of Rome alſo believes, that 
Chriſt and his Saints have a peculiar regard to thoſe Prayers 
which are made before their Images, as is evident from their 
forms of conſecrating Images to ſuch an uſe. The Heathens 
did not put their truſt in an Image of Wood and Stone, but 
in that God, who was repreſented. by that Image, and was 
there preſent to help them. And thus, tho the Church of 
Rome aves not demand any Favour of Images, nor put any Truft 
in them, yet ſhe expects the Relief and Acceptance of Chriſt 
and the Saints for that Worſhip ſhe pays to their Images ; 
and I would deſire-any Man to ſhow me the difference be- 
tween theſe two, eſpecially when we conſider how much 
greater Vertue is attributed to ſome Images of the Bleſſed 
Virgin in the Church of Rome, than there is to others ; as 
to the Image of the Lady of Lorerto, &c. which can ſignify 
nothing leſs, than that the Virgin is more pleaſed with, and 
will more graciouſly accept our Worſhip before ſuch an 
Image,than any other ; or elſe me-thinks the Deyotoes of the 
Virgin ſhould not go ſo many Miles in Pilgrimage to the La- 
dy of Loretto, as they often do, if they believed. the Images 
of the Virgin which they had at home. to be of equal Power : 
which is as much truſting in Images, and attributing a Divine 
Virtue to them, as ever the Heathens were guilty of. For 
me-thinks thoſe who ſtritly adhere to the Letter of Scripture 
to prove that the Heathens believed their Images to be 
G and did put their Truſt in them, becauſe the Scrip- 
ture 
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ture expreſly fays 6, ſhonld conſider alſo, that the Scrip- 
ture expreſly tells us, thar the 1dels of the Heathens are Silver 
and Gold, the » rad _ _ t 7 have — but they 
Plalm 12, Ie, wot 5 Eyes nave , but ce not ; ave Ears, 
16, ——_ R ot hear | neither "_ N _ Breath in p” Months : 
and therefore we have as much reaſon to conclude, that the 
Heathens did not - put their Truſt in the material Images, 
which they knew to be no better than ſtupid ſenſeleſs matter, 
which could not of themſelves hear or help them, as to 
confeſs, that in ſome ſenſe they made Gods of them. For 
4f rhe Heathens did not believe them to be dead ſenſeleſs 
Images, which could neither ſpeak, nor ſee, nor hear, but 
that they were really animated by inviſible Spirits; they 
werenot ſuch dull and ſottiſh Idolaters, as the Pſalmiſt re- 
eſents them; and if they did (as the Pſalmiſt takes 
it for granted they themſelves acknowledged ) than it is cer- 
tain they could not believe the material images to be Gods, 
nor the Objetts of their Hope and Truſt, and therefore 
might ( as ſome of their Philoſophers in effett did ) as ſafe- 
ty renounce believing any Drvinty or Vertue in their Images, 
for which they ought to be reverenced, or demanding any Fav ur 


f them, or ws. bx Truſt in them, as the Council of Trent 
tnar tC 


oes. SO eir not believing any Divinity in their 
Images, does neither excnſe them trom the Breach of the 
ſecond Commandment, nor ſufficiently diſtinguiſh the Church 
of Rome's worſhipping Images, from that Worſhip which the 
Heathens gave them ; at leaft th: Biſhop bas ſaid nothing to 
anſwer or prevent theſe Obje:tions againſt Image-worlhip, 
which he pretends to be the delign of his Expoiition. 

2. As a fuller Exp'ication of the Doctrine of the Church 
about Image-worſhip, Monſieur de Aeaux adds, that the 
Council of Trent ordzins, That all the Honour which is givento 
them (Images) ſhon!d be referred to the Saints themſelves, which 
are repreſerted by them : Or, as the Council expreſſes it, The 
Honoxr we render to Images has ſuch a reference to thoſe they re- 
preſent, (ad Prototypa que Ul repreſentant, tothe Prototypes 
which they repreſent) that by the means of thoſe Images (per Ima- 
gines, by thoſe Images) we kiſs, and before which we kneel, we 
edore Feſus Chriſt, and honour the Saints, whoſe Types they are. 

| Quorum 
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Quorum il}e ſimilitudinem gerunt ; Whoſe hkeneſe they are, 
or whom they reproſers. 

Hitherto we have no Expoſition at all of the DeGtrine of 
the Church abone Image-Worfhip, but enly a bare retation 
what the Council fays, that Images mult be worſhipped only 
upon account of their Repreſentation z and that the Wor- 
ſhip which 1s given to the Image, is referred to the Proto- 

pe : This a] Roman-Catholicks agree in ;. but yet there is 
an endlefs Diſpute among them, about the Nature and De- 
gree of this Worſhip, and it will be necefſary to take a ſhort 
view of it. 

They are all agreed, that at leaſt the external Afts of A- 
doration are to be paid to [mages, ſuch as Kiſfing, Kneeling, 
Bowing, Proſtration, Incenſe ; this Durandas, and Holcor, 
and Priens Mirandula allowed ; they all agreed, that the 
Worſhip which was given to Images, is upon account of 
Repreſentation,or as Chriſt and his Saints are repreſented by 
them, and worſhipped in that Worſhip, which is given to 
their Images ; but then there was a threefold difference. be- 
tween them. 

1. Thet ſome would not allow this Worſhip in a proper 
ſenſe to be given to the Images, but «properly and abuſreely ; 
becauſe at the preſence of the Image, which excites in us 
the remembrance of the Object, we worſhip the Obje& re- 
preſented by it, Chriſt or his Saints, as if they were aCtual- 
iy preſent ; this was the Opinion of Dwurandus, Holcat, and 
Picus Miranda, who could hardly efcape the cenſure of 


Herefy for it; and that which excuſed them, as Faſquez Vue D ip, 
fays, was, -That they agreed with the Catholick Church in 106. c. 1+ 


performing all external Acts of Adoration to Images, and 
that they differed only in manner of ſpeaking from the 
reſt. 

2. Thomas Aquinas, and his Followers, and ſeveral great 
Divines ſince the Council of Tremr, teach, That the fame 
Worſhip is to be given to the Image, which is due to the 
Prototype ; and therefore as Chriſt muſt be worſhipped 
with ZLatria, or a ſupream Worſhip, ſo muſt the Image of 
Chrift, becanſe the Image is worſhipped. only on account of 
its Repreſentation, and therefore mult be worſhipped _ 

e 
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the ſame Worſhip with the thing repreſented : and the mo- 
tion of the Mind to an Image, as an Image, is the ſame with 
the motion to the Thing repreſented. Which ſeems the 
molt reaſonable Account ,, for if I worſhip Chriſt by his 
Image, I wult give that Worſhip to the Image which I in- 
tend for Chriſt, becauſe in that caſe the Image is in Chriſt's 
place and ſtead to me. 

3. The third Opinion is, That thongh we muſt worſhip 
Images, yet we muſt not give the Worſhip of Larria to 
them, no not to the Image of Chriſt himſelf, but an infe- 
rior degree of Worſhip. This ſome Divincs aſlerted on the 
Authority of the Council of Nice, which expreſly deter- 
mined, that Latrsa is not to be given to Images. But this is 
the moſt abſurd Opinion of all; for if we muſt worſhip 
Images only upon the account - of their Repreſentation, we 
muſt give that Worſhip to them, which is due to the thing 
repreſented by them ; and if we give any other Worſhip 
to them,. we muſt worſhip them for their own ſakes. And 
what is that Worſhip which is due to them as ſeparated 
from the Prototype ? What Worſhip is due to carved and 
poliſhed Braſs and Stone ? Whoever deſiresto ſee theſe three 
different Opinions, with the proper Reaſons of them, ex- 
plained more at large, may conſult Dr. Stiingfleer*s learned 
Defence of his Diſcourſe of Idolatry, Part 2. Chap. 1. pag. 
575, &c. Now the Council of Trent only determines, that 
the Honour we give to Images, mult be referred to the Pro- 
totypes, that we muſt adore Chriſt and his Saints in that 
Worſhip which we give to their Images : which ſeems to 
countenance the ſecond Opinion, That the Worſhip of La- 
tria is to be given to the Image bf Chriſt, becauſe that is the 
VVorſhip which we mult give to Chriſt : But then the Coun- 
cil refers to the ſecond Council of Nice; which determines 
the quite contrary ; and I dare not undertake to reconcile 
the Council with it ſelf, ſince the Fathers of that Council 
would not plainly decide this Controverſy among their 
Divines. : 

Let us then try, if we can diſcover, what Monſieur de 
Meaux thinks of this Matter ; what Worſhip that is which 
be allows to be given to Images. | 
Now, 
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Now, as far as I can gueſs, he is of Darandrs his Opinion, 
That all External Acts of Adoration are to be pertormed 
before the Image, but that the Image is not to be properly 
worſhipped, but only Chriſt in the preſence of his Image, 
as repreſenting his Perſon to us, and exciting in us the re- 
membrance of him. .Thus he tells us, That while the Image 
of Chriſt crucified, being preſent before our Eyes, cauſes ſo pre- 
Ci0us A remembrance in our Souls, we are moved to tejtify by ſome 
exteriour ſigns, how far our gratitude bears us ;, and by bum- 
bling our ſelves before the Image, we ſhow what is our ſubmiſ. 
ſton to our Saviour. $0 that he allows of humbling our ſelves 
before the Image, that is, of paying the External Acts of 
Worſhip before it. Well ! but is this to worſhip the [- 
mage ? For that he tells us, ts ſpeak, properly, and according to 
the Eccleſiaſtical Stile, ( 1 ſuppoſe he means a new Modern 
Stile, for the old Eccleſiaſtical Stile did ſomewhat -difter) 
when we honour the Image of an Apoſtle or Martyr, our Inten- 
tion 1s not ſo much to honour the Image, as to honour the Apoſtle 
or Martyr in the preſence of the Image : that is, this i3 not pro- 
perly, but :mproperly and abuſively called the Worſhip or Ho- 
nour of the Image : but Chriit, or his Saints, are properly 
worſhipped before, or in preſence of their Images, as re- 
preſenting them to us; which was exa*tly the Opinion of 
Dur ands. 

This certainly is the leaſt that can be made of the Wor- 
ſhip of Images; and yet as far removed as this Opinion 
ſeems to be, from the Opinion of St. Thomas, who affirms, 
that the Worſhip of Latria is to be given to the Image of 
Chrilt ; I take them to be the very ſame, though very diffe- 
rcntly expreſſed. The right ſtating of this,will mightily tend 
to clear this perplexed Controverſy ; and therefore I ſhall 
do it with all the plainneſs I can. 

1, Then [ obſcrve, that to pay the external Atts of Ado- 
ration to, or before, or in preſence of a repreſentative Ob- 
ject as repreſenting, ſignify the very ſame thing ; it is all 
one kind of Worlhip, becauſe the formal Reaſon is the ſame 
inall; and that is, the Repreſentation. When I bow to 
the Image of Chrilt, I bow to it as repreſenting Chriſt to 
me, who is the ultimate Object of my Worſhip m_ 

K W 


( 82 ) 

bow before, or in the preſence of the Image, I do the ſame 
thing, tho 1 give it a new Name ; I bow before it, as repre- 
ſenting Chrilt to me, as if he himſelf were there perſonal- 
ly preſent in the Image. When 1 bow to the Image, 1do 
not bow to the Wood or Stone, but to Chriſt as repreſen- 
ted in the Image : when I bow to Chriſt before the Image, 
1 do the ſime thing, 1 bow to Chrilt as repreſentcd in the 
Image which ſtands before me. For ſuppoſe Chriſt were 
there preſent inſtead of the Image, would it make any difle- 
rence in my Worſhip, to ſay, That I bow to Chriſt, or be- 
fore him, or in his preſence, when they all ſignify, that 1 
direct my Worſhip to him as perſonally preſent ; no more 
difference is there in bowing to,or before,or in the preſence 
of the Image, when I dire my Worſhip to Chriſt as re- 
preſented by the Image. There may indeed be a great dif- 
terence between bowing to my Prince, and in the preſence - 
of my Prince, when theſe Expreſſions ſignify different Ob- 
je&ts : for I may bow to another Man # the preſence of my 
Prince, and in that Act I do not bow fo my Princes but 
when to, and before, and i preſence, do not diſtinguiſh the 
Objects, the Act i; the ſame : If the preſence of the Image 
were an accidental thing, and had no relation to that Wor- 
ſhip which we pay to Chriſt or the Saints, where ſuch Ima- 
ges are preſent, there would be a great difference between 
bowing to, and # preſence of the Image ;, but if theſe Ima- 
es be on purpoſe ſet up in Conſecrated Places,and are them- 
Ives nd pr for that uſe, to repreſent Chriſt and the 
Saints to us > whether we ſay we bow to them, or before 
them, we do the ſame thing, and with the ſame intention, 
to worſhip Chriſt and his Saints as repreſented by them. So 
that if we own, as the Biſhop does, that the Honour done 
before the Image, goes to the Prototype, to Chriſt, or the 
Saints repreſented by ſuch Images, we need not diſpute 
about the manner of expreſling it ;, he may take his own 
way of fpeaking, that he honours Chriſt in the preſence of 
his Image, fo he honours Chriſt as repreſented by the I- 
mage 3 and therefore, in Scripture, to fall down before and 
ro the Image, and to worſhip the Image, are all equivalent 

Expreſſions. 
There 


(83) 

There is indeed a vaſt difference between bowing to, or 
before an Image, which repreſents God, or Chriſt, or ſome 
Divine Being to us, as the Objz& of our Worſhip ; and 
bowing towards a Place, or worſhipping God towards a 
Place, as the Jews worſhipped towards the Temple, and in 
the Temple towards the Mercy-Seat ; the one was abſolutely 
forbid by the Jewifh Law, the other allowed and -prattiſed 
by the devouteſt Worſhippers of God : which argues, that 
there is ſome difference between them ; and it is not hard to 
ſay, wherein the differeice conliſts, that one is a repreſen- 
tative Object, the other only a Circumſtance of Worſhip. 
To bow to, or before an Image, is to worſhip the Image, 
or God or Chriſt by the lmage, which makes the Image as 
repreſenting the Prototype, the Objet of our Workhip ; 
but which way ſozver we look or bow, towards the Eaſt, 
or towards the Welt, God alone is the immediat Obj:& of 
our Worſhip, the Place only the Circumſtance of Worſhip ; 
whenever we bow to Gcd, we muſt bow towards ſome 
Place or other : but the Place does not repreſent God to us 
as an Image does, and therefote is no Obje& of Worſhip : 
which ſhows what little reaſon the Proteſtor had to compare 
bowing to the Altar, and kneeling to the Sacrament, as he calls 
it, with bowing to an Image. There is no Man of the 
Church of England, that 1 know of, who bows to the Al- 
tar ; I am ſure the Church no where teaches any ſuch Pra- 
tice. She only recommends to her Children bowing of the 
Body to God, when they come in and go out of his Houſe ; 
and thongh the Communion Table, or Altar, is generally fo 
ſcituated at the Eaſt end of the Charch, as to be oppoſite to 
the entrance of it ; for which reaſon ſome have called it, Se Dy. Stil. 
bowing towards the Altar ;, yet our Church teaches us to lingfl. Defexce of 
have no regard at all to it. And Arch-Biſhop Laud, in his *** P36. of Idsl, 


Speech in the Star-Cha-zber, declares, That if there were no {,,7* _ 
able ftanding, he wonld worſhip God when he came” mte his Conferences be- 
Houſe : So that there is no need #0 find any Hole, as the Pro- twiin a Romilh 
teſtor ſpeaks, ro get our at with the Altar, for that was never ©'#f, &c. 
in yet, as far asthis Controverſy is concerned ;, and there- P 27%, &c. 

fore I am like to make no breach for him ts follow at with his 


Image. Nordoes any Man kyeel to the Sacrament,” but only 
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receive the Sacrament kneeling ; 2nd if he cannot diſtin- 
guiſh between an Act of Worſhip to the Sacrament, and a 
devout Poſture of receiving it ; yet the meaneſt Son of the 
Church of England can. Why does he not as well ſzy, thar 
when we knecl at Prayers, we worſhip the Common-Prayer 
Book which lies before us, and out of which we read, as 
that we worſhip the Bread, wh:n we receive and cat it with 
deyout Paſlions upon our Knees. 
But to return to the Expoſition. 

2. lobſerve, that there is a great difference bctween a 
memerative Sign, and the Repreſentation of an lmage : 
both of them indeed excite in us the remembrance of ſome- 
thing, but in ſuch different manners, as quite a!ter the na- 
ture of them. It is neceſſary to take notice of this, bccauſe 
I find Monſieur de Aeaux, ard after him the Repreſenter, 
very much to equivocate in this Matter : it isa very inno- 
cent thing to worſhip Gcd or Chriſt, when any natural or 
inſtituted Sign brings them to our minds, even in the pre- 
ſence of fach a Sign : Asif a Man upon vicwirg the Hea- 
vens, and the Earth, and the Creatures that are in it, ſhould 
raiſe his Soul to God, and adore the great Creator of the 
Wor!d ; or upon the accidental fight of a natural Croſs, 
fhould call to mind the Love of his Lord, who died for him, 
and bow his Soul to him in the moſt ſubmiſſive Adorations ; 
becauſe, I ſay, this is very innocent, the Biſhop wou'd pcr- 
{wade his Rezders, that this is the only uſe they make of 
Images, to excite in u the remembrance of thoſe they repreſent |, 
and wightily wonders at the /:ttle juſtice of theſe, who treat 
with the term of Idolatry, that religious Sentiment, which moves 
them to uncover their Heads, or bow them before the Image of the 
Croſs, in remembrance of him who was crucified for the Love of 
#, And that it is ſuthcient to diſtinguiſh them from the 
Heathen J]dolaters, That they declare, that they mill not make 
uſe of Images, but to raiſe the mind towards Heaven, to the end 
- that they may there honour Jeſus Chriſt or his Saints, and in the 
Saints God himſelf, who # the Author of all Santtity and Grace, 
 - Nowiit is certain, an Image will call to our remembrance 
the -Perſan it repreſents, as the preſence of the Perſon him- 
{elf will make us remember him 3 . but this vaſtly differs from 
Pi g 
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a meer memorative Sign. For the uſe of Images in the 
Church of Rome, is not primarily for Remembrance, bur for 
Worſhip, as the Council of Trent expreſly teaches. That 
the Images of Chriſt, and the Virgin the Mother of God, and 
other Samts, are eſpecially to be bat and kept in Churches, and due 
Honour and Veneration to be given to them——bec iſe the Honour 
given to them, u referred to the Prototypes, which they repreſent ; 
fo that by the Images, which we kiſs, and before which we uncover 
or Heads, and priſtrate our ſelves, we adore Chriſt, and vene- 
rate the Saints, nhoſe likeneſs they bear. Theſe are the words 
of the Ccuncil, and it would be a very odd Comment upon 
ſuch a Text to ſay, that Images ſerve only for Remem- 
brance. | 
A meer Sign, which only calls Chriſt to our Minds, can de- 
ſrrve no Honour or Worſhip ; bat a repreſenting Sign,which 
puts us in mind of Chriſt by repreſ-nting his Perſon to us, 
as if he were preſent, whether it raiſes our hearts to him 
in Heaven or rot, yet accordirg to the Council of Trent, it 
muſt direct or Worſhip to him, as repreſented in his Image: 
When Men go to Church to worſhip Chrift, or the Virgin 
Mary, before their Images , it may be preſumed they think 
of them before they ſee their Images, and therefore do not 
£0 to be put in remembrance of them by their Images, but 
to wor ſhip them before the Images, in that Worſhip which 
they give to the Images. And therefore when the Biſhop 
ſpeaks ſo often of the Virtue of Images, to excite in us the 
remembrance of the Perſons they repreſent, to reconcile him 
with himſclf, and with the Council of Trext, which he pre- 
tends to own, we mult not underſtard him as if Images were 
of no uſe but to be helps to memory, and are honoured for 
no other reaſon, ( which 1s no reaſon at all ) as the unwary 
Reader will be apt to miſtake him ; but that theſe viſible 
Images repreſent to us the inviſible Objects of our Worthip, 
and give us ſuch a ſenſe of their Power and Preſence,as makes 
us falldown and worſhip them before thoſe Repreſentations, 
which we honour for their ſakes ; that is, tho they ſerve for 
remembrance, yet not as meer memorative Signs, but as me- 
morative or repreſentative Objects of Worſhip. 
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3. I obſerve, that it is the very ſame thing whether we 
ſay, that we worſhip Chriſt as repreſented by the Image, or 
worſhip the Image as repreſenting Chriſt, for they both ſig- 
nify that Chriſt is worſhipped in and by his Image, that the 
Honour and Worſhip is given to the Image, and referr'd to 
the Prototype. It Chriſt be worſhipped as repreſented by 
the Image, then the Worſhip which is intended for Chriſt is 
given to the Image in his Name, and as his Repreſentative ; 
if the Image be worſhipped az repreſenting Chriſt, then the 
Worſhip which is given to the Image, 15 not for it ſelf, but 
for Chriſt, whom it repreſents ; which differ juſt as much as 
a Viceroy's being honourcd for the King, or the King's being 
honoured in his Viceroy. And therefore I wonder, that a- 
ny Man of Urderſtanding and Judgment, as Monſieur de 
Meaux certainly is, ſhould think there !s any great matter in 
ſaying, When we honour the Image of ar Apoſtle or Martyr, our 
Intention i not ſo much to honour the Image, as to honour S Apo- 
file or Martyr in the preſence of the Iaze ; that is, in and by 
the Image, as I have {bowed that Ph: :fe ignifies, when it 
1s referred to a Repreſentaris: C: je :, for it is the very 
ſame thing to ſay, we honour the. }mare as repreſenting the 
Martyr, or we honour the V:rtyr as repreſented by the 
Image. 

Having remiſed theſe thir gs, let us now compare the 
Opinion of Mcnſieur de eaxx, with the Or inion of St. The- 
mas Aquinas about the Worſhip of Images ; and tho the firſt 
is thought by ſome Men to ſay agreat deal too little, 2nd the 
other a great deal too much ; yet it will appear, that their 
Orinions in this matter are the very ſame. 

They both agree, That Chritt and his Saints are repre- 
ſented by their Images ; they both agree, that Chriſt and 

his Saints are worſhipped in their Images, as repreſented by 
them ;, they both agree, that no other Worſhip is to be paid 
to, or before, or in preſence of the Image, but only that 
Worſhip which is due to the Prototype, to Chriſt or his Saints 
repreſented by ſuch In'ages : Hence T homas aflerts, that the 
Image is to be worſhipped with that Worſhip which is due 
to the Prototype ; the Image of Chriſt with Larrsa, becauſe 
that is due to Chriſt; and the Images of the Saints with 
Dulia, 
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Dulia, becauſe that degree of Worſhip is rto them ;, 
and the Biſhop ner Gay hat when they Cancer obo Snap of ph. 
Apoſtle or Martyr, their Intention is not ſo much to bonour the 
Image, 44 to honour the Apoſtle or Martyr in preſence of the Image : 
that i-, they perform no Other Att of Worſhip in the pre- 
ſence of the Images, but that which is proper to the Apoſtle 
and Martyr ; and therefore they both agree, that there is 
but one motion of the Mind to the Image. and to the Proto- 
type repreſented by ir ; that 13, as the Biſhop ſpeaks, they 
have but one Intention, and that is to honour the Apoſtle or 
Martyr in the preſence of the Image : and yet after all, they: 
ſeem vaſtly to differ; for Thom s ſays,that they give the Wor- 
ſkip of the Prototype to its [mage ;, that is, that they wor- 
ſhip the lmage of Chriit with Zarria, which is the Worſhip 
due to Chrilt ; but the Ry/hop will not own, that they pro- 
perly give any Worſhip at all to Images, but only worſhip 
Chriſt, or the Saints in the preſence of the lmages ; Chrilt 
inde:d with Latria, and the Saints with Dulia, but their 
Images properly with neither : and yet this diiference is 
only in words, as Vaſquez confeſſes concerning Durandus and 
Holcot, whom Mr. de Meaux follows, that they agreed with the 
Catholick, Church, in performing all external Atts of Adoration 
to Imazes, and that they differed only in manner of ſpeaking from 
the reſt, 

For, as I have already ſhew?d, to worſhip the Image, or 
before, and in the preſence of the Image, when it ſ1gnifies 
2 Repreſentative Object, is the ſame thing ; and there is no 
difference between worſhipping the Image as repreſenting 
Chriſt, and worſhipping Chriſt as repreſented by the Image ; 
and yet this is all the difference between Mr. de Meaux and 
Themas Aquinas : Tho I think Thomas ſpeaks molt properly ; 
for if Chriſt be worſhipped in his Image, we mult give the 
Worſhip to the Image, which we intended for Chriſt, be-- 
cauſe Chriſt is worſhipped in that Worſhip we give to his 
Image ; and therefore he cannot be worſhipped by his Image, 
if his Image be not worſhipped ; of which more preſcntly. 

Durandus indeed, whoſe Opinion Mr. de Meaux ſeems to: 
follow, did in words oppoſe the Doctrine of Thomas, that 
the Worſhip of the Prototype ought not to be given to an 
Image, 


Durand. an 
Sent.3.Diſt.g. 
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Imaze, becauſe the Image and the Prototype were two diffintt 
things ; and therefore what belonged to the Exemplar could not be 
attributed to an Image, however conſidered as an Image ; and ſo 
the Worſhip due to the Exemplar could not be given to the Image * 
but yet hep'ainly grants all that Thomas intended by it ; that 
the Image may be ſaid to be worſhipped with the ſame Wor(hip 
with the thing repreſented ;, becauſe at the preſence of the Image, 
_ the Objett repreſented by it, as if he were aftually 
refent. 
, But 1 have a better reaſon than this to belicve that they 
were both ot a Mind, tho they expreſſed themſelves very 
differently ; and that is, becauſe th-ir Arguments, whereby 
they confirm their ſeveral Opinions are the ſame, and then 
it is not likely that their Opinions ſhould much differ. 
Durandus proves, That the Imaggg are not te, be worſhipped, 
but only improperly and abuſtvely ;, becanſe at their preſence we 
call to mind thoſe Objetts ww 4. by them, which are worſhip- 
ped before the Images, as if they were preſent, by ſuch Argu-' 
ments as theſe : that Worſhip properly be!ongs only to that 
Being in whom the cauſe of Wecr(þip is, and that only to his 
Perſon, upon account of his adorable Perfeftions, which are 
the cauſe of that Worſhip; and therefore Latria,of Supream 
Worſhip can be due only to God, upon account of his Deity. 
But that which is no Subject capable of Holineſs and Vertue, 
cannot in it ſelf be the term of Adoration; and therefore 
proper Wortſhin can never be due to the Imagc of Chriit, or 


- to his Croſs ; for tho Chriſt be repreſented by his Image, 


there is areal difference in the thing, and in the conception 
betiveen the Image and the thing repreſented ; and therefore, 
properly ſpeaking, the ſame Worlhip is never due to the 
Image, that is to the Objz repreſented by it. 

Thomas Aquines on the other ſide proves, that the Image 
muſt bs worſhipped with that Worſhip which is due to the 
Prototype, or the thing repreſented by it, by much the ſame 
Arguments. 

1. That no irrational Creature is capable of Worſhip, but with 
a reſpett to a rational Berg, which anſwers to Durandus his 
reaſon, that Worſhip properly belongs only to that Being, in 
whom the cauſe of Workhip is ; and that which is no Subject 
capable 
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capable of Holinefs and Vertye ( as no. inanimate, or irrati- 
onal Creature is, and. therefore no Image ).cannot in. it, ſelf 
be the term of Adoration, From which- it; appears-that. 


they mult agree, that no proper oy can be given to - 


Images. 2. Becauſe Images are to be worſhipped upon account 
of their Repreſentation ;, therefore they are to be worſhipped with 
the ſame Worſhip of the thing repreſented. | 3. Becauſe the mo« 
tion of the Mind towards. an Image, as anlmage. s the ſame with 
the motion towards the thing repreſented. So that Thomas plain- 
ly allows, that the Image is not to be worſhipped at all up- 
on Its own account, but only as it repreſents ; and to worſhip 
the Image as it repreſents, is the very ſame att with wor- 
ſhipping the Object as repreſented by the Image ; becauſe 
the motion of the Mind towards an Image, as an Image, that 
is, as it repreſents, is the ſame with the motion towards the 
thing repreſented : That to worfhip an Image as repreſen- 
ting Chriſt, is the ſame thing with worſhipping Chriſt as 
repreſented by the Image ; and therefore the ſame Wor- 
ſhip which is due to Chriſt, muſt be given to his Image, as 
repreſenting him ; or to him as repreſented by the Image. So 
that according to Thomas his reaſoning, there is no difference 
between his giving the Worſhip of Chriſt to his Image, as 
repreſenting him, and Dwrandus his worſhipping Chriſt be- 
fore his Image, as repreſented by it, as if he were actually 
preſent. Thomas could not have quarrelled with Daraxdus, 
becauſe he owns It is the ſame thing, tho Darandas quarrels 
with Thomas. 


And therefore Vaſquez, who ſeems to underſtand the yaſquez Bip. 


Doctrine of Thomas as well as any Man, acknowledges that 1c6.c. 1. 


Durand and Holcot differed only in manner of ſpeaking from 
the reſt; and freely declares his own Opinion to be, that 


an Image cannot be lawfully worſbipped any other way than as in 14em Dij., 
and by that the Exemplar is made the term and next material Ob- 108. c. 3. 


jet of Adoration : and he gives this Reaſon for it, becanſe no 
manimate thing is of it ſelf capable of Worſhip ;, but an Image con- 
ſidered as an Image, but without the Exemplar, is an inanimate 
thing. T his is the Doctrine of Thomas according to Vaſquez, 
which allows no more Worſhip to an Image, conſidered in 
it ſelf,, then Dwrandns does, and yet he ſays, that it may be 
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fohaely, that Images are to be worſhipped with L2tria, 

by that be meant the fame Worſhip, which is given tothe Ex- 

Bellarm. de nplar+ And therefore Bellarmine tells ts, That ro grve the 

Cults Inag. 1.2. Worſhip of Latria #0 the Image of Chrift, «s repreſenting Chriſt, 

is t6 worſhip the Image but ——_— and per accidens ;, ard 

this recancites Thomas and Dwrandas, who grants that the 

Image may be ſaid to be worſhipped improperly and abu- 

fively, 2s in preſence of the Image, the Object is worſhipped 
repreſented 'by'it, as if it were acnally preſent. | 

As for Durazas his Argument againſt T bomas his Doftrine, 

that the Worſhip of the Prototype is to be given to the 

tmage, That there is a real difference in the thing, and in the con- 

ception between the Image and the thing repreſented ;, and there- 

Pap. 5s. Fore, properly ſpeaking, the fame Worſhip is never due to the 

Image, that 1s to the Obje repreſented by. | think, if any 

Worſhip of Images were juſtifiable, this Argument were ea- 

ly anſwered. For tho there be a great difference indeed th 

the nature of things, between the Image and the Objett, be- 

tween Chriſt ſuppoſe, ard his Image which repreſents him; 

yet in this caſe there is none in the Conception; for an Image 

when it receives our Worſhip in the place and ſtead of the 

Prototype, does not repreſent according to the uſual nature 

of an Image by its likeneſs and fimilitude ; for ſo both in 

the thing and in the conception the Iraage differs from the 

Object it repreſents ; but ir repreſents as a Proxy ard Sub- 

ſtitute, who in the eye of the Law, is the ſame Perſon with 

him, whom he repreſents. Thus Thomas muſt underſtand 

the Reprefentation of an Image, when he ſays, that it is 

the ſame motion of the Mind to the Image, and the exem- 

plar repreſented by it ; that is, that the Image is ſuppoſed 

to ſupply the place of Chriſt, and reprefent him preſent to 

us; and therefore we worſhip the Image as Chriſt's Repre- 

fentative with that Worſhip we would give to him were he 

aQually preſent ; this is not indeed the natural uſe of Ima- 

ges, nor is it natural to worſhip them, but this is the true 
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Greg. de Y#- Jh tion of Thomas his DoCtrine z and therefore Grego- 
lent. de Tdolol. 159, de Valenia expreſly tells us, that the —_ is vuftined in 
Car in aq, Cirifs feed: And Cardinal Cajetan ſays, That Chrift him. 


3þ- 4 2541t.3. ff is the reafon of the Weſrip of the Image 5 and his being in 
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the Image is the condition by which the reaſon of the Worſup doth 
excite Men to worſhip and terminate u : that is, Chrilt is in his 
Image, as a King is in his Viceroy, or any Man in his legal 


Proxy : This is what S«arez meant by the off rea/e,and efſe re= Suarez 
preſentativum of the Prototype z that tho the lmage does not 5:8. 4. 


contain Chrilt in the firſt ſenſe in his own proper Perſon, yer 
itdoes in the ſecond ſenſe as his legal Proxy,and Repreſents- 
tive. And this Duravaws himſelf muſt acknowledg, if there 
be any ſenſe in his words, That at rhe preſence of the Image, 
we worſhip the Objeft repreſemed by it, as if be were ailually 
preſent. For why ſhould he in the preſence of the Image, 
worſhip Chriſt repreſented by it, as it he were aCtally pre- 
ſent, unleſs he account the Image the Subſtitute and Repre- 
ſentative of Chriſt, as if he were aQually prefent; and 
this, I think, reconciles that appearance of difference be- 
tween Thomas and Duranaes, occalianed by a Miſapprehen- 
ſion of Thomes his Doctrine. Durandus owas the Worſhip 
of Chrift in the preſence of the Image, as he & repreſented 
in the Image, as if he were aRually preſent, which js 
Mr. de Meanx = m_—_ alſo in this matter; but he will 
not allow this, but only 57 « «mproper and =byfve ſenſe, to 
be the Worſhip of the Image, becauſe the image is not 
Chriſt, but both in the thing and in the canceqtion is diſtin» 
guiſhed from him ; and therefore to worſhip the Image of 
Chriſt, would be to worthip Woad ar Stone, with:the Wor- 
ſhipof Chriſt : Whereas 7homas conliders the Image not ns 
to Its external matter or form, upon which acconnt he de» 
nies any Worſhip tobe givento it, but as the Proxy and 
Repreſentative of Chriſt ; and thus it is Chrift repreſented 
in the Image, and not the material Image, which is wor» 
ſhipped ; which is the very ſame with durandes bis way 
of GY Chriſt as repreſented ia the image, in 
the preſence of the material Image; that &, he i 
before the material Image, but worſhips anly che Perſon of 
Chrift, as repreſented by the Image. _ 

But this will be better underſtood by conſidering the na- 
ture and capacity of ailegal Proxy or Repreſentative. 
poſe A were toall mtents nay gs 
8, to do, and to receive Wn B might do and reocive 
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in his own Perſon ; in this caſe A is not conſidered as A, in 
bis own perſonal Capacity, but A is B, as-his Proxy and 
Repreſentative. Suppoſe now that C owes a Sum of Mony, 
or a certain Homage to B, and paysitto A as B's Proxy , 
that is, not as he is 4, but B, When C worſhips A as re- 
preſenting the Perſon of B, he is properly ſaid not to wor- 
ſhip 4, bur B ; becauſe he worſhips A not as 4, but as A is B, 
in- his Repreſentative Capacity. Now if you will ſuppoſe 
A to be the Image, and B to be Chriſt, this explains-in what 
ſenſe Thomas worſhips the Image for Chriſt, not as the Imaze 
is Wood or Stone, but as itis the Repreſentative of Chrilt's 
Perſon. Now ſuppoſe D ſhould fcruple paying the Wor- 
fhipof B to A,. becauſe A is a diſtiadt Perſon trom B, and 
has no right'to the ſame Worſhip 3 and therefore ſhould on- 
ly worſhip B in the preſence of 4, as repreſenting him; 
would not all the World ſee, that D and C meant and did 
the ſame _ worſhipped A as the Repreſentative of B, 
tho D is pleaſed to phraſe it otherwiſe, and more improper- 
ly than C does; for the perſonal Capacity of A -is not con- 
kdered at: all, when it is worſhipped - for B, but only his 
Repreſentative Capacity ; and this is the only difference be- 
tween Thomas and Durandus. Thomas worſhips the Image 
in Chriſt's place and ſtead, as repreſenting Chriſt, without 
conſidering its natural Capacity as an Image of Wood. or 
Stone ; as C worſhips A as B's Proxy, without conſidering 
A's perſonal Capacity : but Durandus worſhips Chriſt as re- 
preſented by the Image ( which is the ſame with the Image 
repreſenting Chriſt) in the preſence-of the Image conſi- 
dered in its natural Capacity; as D worſhips B as repre- 
ſented by A, in the preſence of A, conſidered: in his perſo- 
nal Capacity; that is, he worſhips repreſentative A in the 
preſence of perſonal 4, which is the ſame thing that C 
does, but is a more uncouth and abſurd way of ſpeaking. 

Thus to proceed, When C worſhips A as B%s Proxy, in 
his name and ſtead, does be worſhip 4 or B ? be worſhips 
£ indeed, but conſidered as B ,, and therefore the Worſhip 
given to A in the name of :B, is not the Worſhip of A, but 
uf B; And willany Man ſay that 4 and B are two Objecs 
of Worſhip ? when. ig this ſenſe, 4 is B, and is conſidered 
7 only 
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only as. B, that is, as B's Proxy ; and therefore A conſi- 
dered as 4, in his own perſonal Capacity, is not worſhip- 
ped at all, neither abſolutely nor relatively, per ſe, nor per 
accidens ;, but if A be worſhipped only as B, to ſay, that A 
is worſhipped relatively, or per accidens, is to ſay that P, 
who 1s worſhipped in 4, is worſhipped both abſolutely and 
relatively. properly and improperly, per ſe and per accidens ; 
which are ſom2 of the Objections which Catharinu and 
others uſe againſt Thomas. 

Much at the ſame rate others compare Thomas his Do- 
ftrine of worſhipping the lmage with' the Worſhip of the 
Prototype, as repreſented by it, with worſhipping a Sign, 
and the Thing ſignified ; or worſhipping the King and his 
Robes, which are very remote from the Buſineſs, and per- 
plex and confound a Doftrine, which is" very eaſy to be un- 
derſtcod, and eaiily reſcued from thoſe Scholaſtick Abſur- 
dities which are charged on it, if that were its only fault. 
For the true Repreſentation of ir, is by conſidering the Na- 
ture of a Proxy, and legal Repreſentative, which as in 
another's name and ſtead. . 

Having thus conſidered what is the Notion of Image- 
Worſhipy according to Thomas,and Dirandw., and Monſieur 
de Meaux, that it is a worſhipping the Image in the name 
and ſtcad of the Prototype, as its Proxy and Repreſenta- 
tive, worſhipping the Image as repreſenting Chriſt, as Tho- 
mas ſpeaks, or worſhipping Chriſt before his Image as re- 
preſented by it, as Durand and M. de Meaux ſpeak. We 
have now ſome Foundation to build on; and I think they 
have no reaſon to complain that I-have ſtated it in.this man- 
ner, which grants them all they can deſire or ask for, viz. 
That they do not worſhip Images, as an Image ſignifies a 
Fizure of Wood or Stone ;. but they worſhip the Image as 
repreſenting Chriſt ; or if they like that better, Chriſt as 
repreſented in his Image ; That when they honour the Image of 
an Apoſtle or Martyr, they do not ſo much intend to honour the 
Image, as the apoſtle or Martyr m the preſence of the Image. 
Let us then conlider whether this will juſtify them ;, and if 
this will not, I doubt their Cauſe is deſperate. And in order 
to this, I ſhall do theſe three things. 

3. Show: 
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7. Show you, that this is the only intelligible Notion of 
worthipping God, or Chriſt, or the Saints, by Images z 
that Images are a kind of legal Proxies and Repreſentatives; 
to receive our Workhip in the name and ſtead of Chriſt, or 
the Saints. | 

2. That this is the Scripture Notion of Image-Workhip ; 
ard that in this ſenſe it is the Scripture condemns the wor- 
ſhip of Images, as practiſed by the Heathens. 

3+ I ſhall ſhow, wherein the Evil of worſhipping Images 
according to this Notion conliſts. 

3. That this is the only intelligible Notion of worſhip- 
ping God, or Thriſt,or the Saints, by Images ; that Images 
area kind of legal Proxies and Repreſentatives to receive 
our Worſhip in the name and ſtead of the Prototype, or the 
Being repreſented by them. 

The Reaſon of worſhipping Images, is to do Honour to 
ſome Divine Being repreſented by theſe Images : for the 
true occaſion of Image-\Workhip, is that fondneſs Men have 
for a vilible Obje&t of Worlhip ; ard becauſe they cannot 
ſee the Gods they worſhip, therefore they {:t up Images, as 
viſible and repreſentative Deities, to receii e their Worſhip 
in the name and ſtead of their Gods. Now if we grant, 
that Men intend to worſhip their Geds, in that Workhkip 
they pay to, or before their Images, we muſt grant that 
theſe Images are inſtead of viſible Gods to them, or ſup- 
ply the place of their Gcds, and receive Worſhip in their 


For to worſhip'God, or any Divine Being, by an Image, 
can ſignify neither more nor leſs, than to worſhip God, or 
Chrilt, -or the Saints, in that Worſhip which we give to 


their Images : for God carmot be worſhipped in an Image. _ 


any otherwiſe, than as the Worſhip which is given to the 
Image\is his Worſhip, and given in his Name : for B can 
de worſhipped in A, only as A is Z's Repreſentative, and 
is worſhipped in his name and ſtead. "To worſhip any Be- 
Ing, is to worlhip.ttis Perſon z and therefore we muſt either 
worſhip him in'his own natural Perſon, -or in his Repreſen- 
tative, who i his legal Perſon. 


As 
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As to ſhew you this particularly. 

If any Men were ever ſo ſottiſh as to believe their Images 
themſelves, that is, the vifible Figures of Wood, or 
or Braſs, to be Gods, and to worſhip them as Gods, fuch 
Men cannot be ſaid to worſhip God by an Image, but to 
worſhip an Image-God ; for the Image it ſelf is their God, 
and the Worſhip terminates on the Image as God. They 
may be faid to worſhip falſe Gods, Gods, in a ſtrict and 
proper ſenſe, of Wood and Stone ; but to worſhip Ged 
by an Image, and to worſhip the Image it ſelf for a God, 
are very diſtin things : and if the Scripture forbids the 
Worſhip of God by an Image, it will not juſtify Image- 
Worſhip, to ſay, that ſome Heathens were ſuch Sots, as to 
be'ieve their Images themſelves to be Gods; for Men who 
are not ſuch Sots, may Worſhip th:ir Gods by Images, as 
all thoſe Heathens did, who acknowledged their Images to 
be only Symbols and Repreſentations of their Gods, and 
therefore not to be Gods themſelves ; for the ſame thing 
cannot be a Symbol and Repreſentation of it ſe!f; which is 
a3 good ſenſe a; to ſay, that a Sign, and the thing ſignified 
by 2c, is the ſame. : 

To give a proper, though inferiour degree of worſhip to 
Images themſelves, is not to worſhip God or Chriſt by his 
Image, becauſe in this caſe, the Worſhip they give to the 
Image of Chrilt, is not ſuch a Worſhip as is proper for 
Chriſt, and is terminated not on Chriſt, but on his Image. 
No Worſhip i; proper to be given to Chriſt, but the Wor- 
ſhip of Latr4a, or ſupream and ſoveraign Worſhip : but the 
Roman Doctors, who embrace this Opinion, deny with the 
ſecond Council of Nice. that Latria may be given to Ima- 
yes, and in general reject the DoCtrine of Thomas, that the 
Image is to be wor{hipped with the Worſhip due to the Pro- 
totype : And how then can Chriſt be worſhipped in his - 
mage, if no Worſhip is given to the Image, which is fit for 
Chriſt to receive ? when the Image has no Workhip given it, 
but ſuch as is proper to its ſelf, conſidered as Chriſft*s Image, 
will they call this the Worſhip of Chriſt ? eſpecially ſince 
this Worſhip which is given to the Image, is terminated on 
the Image as its own proper and peculiar Worſhip, = Cas 
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tharinu: and Belfarmine, and all of this. way acktiowledg , 
who reje&t Thomu his Dottrine of i the Image, 
with the worſhip of th2 Prototype repreſented by it , be- 
cauſe this is not properly the Worſhip of the Image, but of 
the Prototype z and therefore that the Image may be ſure 
to be worſhippzd,/.th2y givelt an inferior degree oft Wor- 
ſhip, which terminates on it ſelf. Now how Chrift ſhould 
be worſhipped in that Worſhip which terminates on his 
Image ; that is, how that Worſhip w hich ends in the Image, 
and goes no farther, ſhould paſs through the Image, and end 
in Chriſt, as it muſt do, if Chriit be worſhipp:d in the 
.Image, is paſt my underſtanding, as all Contra ditions 
are. 

But they refer the Worſhip of the Image to the Pro- 
totype. But it is worth enquiring how they do it ; Do 
they intend the Worſhip they give to the Image for Chriſt ? 
that is, Do they intend to worſhip Chriit in that Worſhi 
they give to his Image ? No: they can't do that, becauſe 
they give only an inferior degree of Worſhip to the Image, 
which is not worthy of Chriſt ; not a Worſhip proper for 
him, but only for his Image : but they worſhip the Image 
for the ſake of Chrilt ; and this they take to be an Honour 
to Chriſt to worſhip his Image : bur this is not to worſhip 
Chriſt in or by hi- Image ; for in this way Chrilt is not wor- 
fhipped in that Worſhip we give to his Image, bur it is to 
worſhip the Image for Chriſt's ſake, which 1s, by interpre- 
tation, an Honour to Chrilt ; as any reſpect we ſhow to the 
Image of the King, argues our Eſteem and Honour for our 
King, whoſe Image it is : but theſe two di:fer a: much as to 
honour Chriſt in our Ations, and to worſhip kim, as to do 
ſomething which is, by interpretation, an Honour to Chriſt, 
and to make our immediate Addreſſes, to offer up our Pray- 
ers a04 Thankſgizings to him. Every thing we do for the 
Honour of Chriſt, 1s not preſently an Act of Worſhip; 
and therefore though we ſhould grant,that we honour Chriſt 
in the Worſhip of his Image, it does not follow, that there- 
fore we worſhip him in worſh:pping his Image, when we 
give no Worſhip at all to him, but only to his Image; which 
plainly ſhows, that in this way they do not worthip Chriſt 
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by his Image, but only worſhip the Image for Chriſt's ſake. 
Which is a plain Argument to me, that though this Way 
has very great and learned Advocates, yet it cannot be the 
meaning of the Council of Trent, becauſe it is not recon- 
cileable with the Practice of the Church of Rome , which 
prays every day to Chriſt, and the bleſſed Virgin, to Saints 
and Martyrs, before their Images, in ſuch terms as are pro- 
per only to be uſed to themſelves ; which beſides the other 
Faults of it, is horrid Non-ſenſe, if they do not intend to 
worſhip Chriſt and the Saints in their Images. 

Much leſs do thoſe worſhip the Prototypes in their Ima- 
ges, who only uſe Images as helps to Memory, and to ex- 
cite devout Aﬀections in them, that at the ſight of the Image 
they may offer up more fervent Prayers to God or Chritt : 
for though this prattice may and has a great many other 
Faults in it, yet this is neither in the intention of the Wor- 
ſhipper, to worſhip the Image, nor the Exemplar by the 
Image. Monſieur de Meaux, by ſome Expreſſions he uſes, 
would perſwade his Readers, that this is all the Church of 
Rome intends in the uſe of Images; and yet he owns the 
Do&trine of the Council of Trent, That the Honour of the 
Image ts referred to the Prototype, becanſe by the Images which 
we EG and before which we uncover our Heads, and proſtrate 
our ſelves, we adore Chriſt, and worſhip the Saints, whoſe Like- 
neſs they bear, Which plainly ſignifies, that we worſhip Chriſt 
and the Saints in the worſhip of their Images ; and there- 
fore though Images may be helps to Memory alſo, yet they 
maſt be honoured and worſhipped, that Chriſt and his Saints 
may be worſhipped in them, and by them ;, which is a very 
difterent thing from being bare Signs to help our Memories, 
and quicken-our Deyotions. There is no need of Conſe- 
cration for this End ; and the Church takes no notice of this 
uſe of them in her Forms of Conſecration. Theſe are all 
the Pretences I have met with for the uſe of Images in Reli- 
gious Worſhip : and ir is evident from what | have ſaid, 
that there is no other ſenſe, wherein God or Chriſt can be 
ſaid to be worſhipped by an Image, but only as the Image 
receives the Worſhip due to Chriſt in his Name and Stead;as 


if it were his legal Proxy and Repreſentative z which, as I 
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have fhewed, is the true Interpretation, both of the Do- 
Arine of Durandv, and Monficur de Mtarx, and Thema in 
this Matter. 

dy. I am now to ſhow;that it is in this Notion the Scrip- 
ture forbids the worſhip of Images, as the Repreſentarives 
of God, or any Divine Being, to receive our Worſhip in 
God's Name and Stead. Ir is true indeed, the 24 Command- 
ment, which forbids the worſhip of Images,takes no notice of 
the DiſtinCtions of the Schools, in what Notion an Image is 
worſhipped, or what kind and degree of Worſhip is given to 
it; bnt the words are fo large and general, as to exclude 
all uſe of Images in Religious Worſhip. The Worſhip 
which is exprefly forbidden in the Commandment to be gt- 
yen to Images, is only the External Afts of Worſhip, ſuch 
as to bow down to them ; which is the very leaſt that can 
be done, if Men make any uſe of Images in Religious Wor- 
fhip : The Images which are forbidden to be worſhipped, 
are all forts of Images whatever ; The likeneſs of any Thing 
which ts in Heaven above, or in the Earth beneath, or in the Wa- 
ter under the Earth. And how extravagant ſoever Mens 
Fancies are, they cannot well form any Image, but maſt be 
tike to fome of theſe things, either in whole or in part. 
But the Commandment takes no notice of Mens different 
Opinions about Images, whether. they look upon them as 
Gods, or Repreſentatives of God, or helps to Memory and 
Devotion : for fince the deſign of the Commandment is to 
forbid the uſe of Images in Religicus Worſhip, it was dan- 
gecrous to keave any room for DiſtinCtions ; which is to make 
every Man judg, what is an Innocent, and what is a ſinful 
ofe of Images ; which would utterly evacuate the Law : for 
Men of Wit can find out ſome Apology or dther for the 
grolleſt Snperſtitions. 

As for inſtance; 

E find a notable Criticiſm in the Advertiſement to Mon- 
fieur de Meaux his Expoſition, (p. 14.) That the Images for- 
bidden in the ſecond Commandment, are thoſe which are forbid. 
fen to be made, 44 well 44 to be worſhipped. The Conſequence 
of whiclris, That the Worſhip of ſach Images as may be 
kwtnlly made, is not forbidden in this Law ; and then in- 

deed 
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deed there is room enough for the Worſhip of Images : un- 
leſs be will ſay, That it is unlawful to make the lmages of 
any thing in Heaven or Earth, or vader the Earth ; but 
then they can have no Images to —_—_ Tertullian _——_ 
rts of Painting an 


and ſome others, condemned the 
Carving Images, as forbid in the ſecond Commandment ; 


and it is certainly unlawful-to make any Image in order to 
worſhip it. But I deſfireto know of this Author, whether 
it be lawful to make an Image or Pidture of the Sun, and 
Moon, and Planets ; of Birds and Beaſts, of Men and Wo- 
men, which are the Likeneſs of Things ina Heayen, and 
Things on Earth ? If it be, then the making of thoſe Ima- 
ges is not forbid in the ſecond Commandment, and then the 
worſhip of them is not forbid neither. But he ſays, He 
means ſuch Images «4 are made to repreſent God, and theſe 
which are made to ſhow him preſent, and which are worſbipped 
with the ſame intention 45 full of his Divinity. But is this the 
Work of the Carver, or the Painter, to make a God ? Can 
the Pencil, or the Knife, put Divinity into a PiQure or 
Image ? This is the work of him that Conſecrates, and bim 


that Worſhips. 


Qui fingit Sacros auro vel marmore vultus 
Non facit ille Deos, qui colit, ille facit. 


He had _ the Brazen Serpent which Hezekzeb broke, 
the making of which, I ſuppoſe, was not forbid in the ſe- 
cond Command, but it ſeems the worſhip of it was. But 
to return : 

Though the ſecond Commandment forbids the worſhip of 
all ſorts of Images, and every att and degree of Workip, 
without leaving room for any Exceptions or Diſtinions ; 
yet we may learn from Scripture, what was the currant No- 
tion of Image-Worſhip at that time, ws. That they wor- 
ſhipped their Images, not for Gods, but for Symbols and 
Repreſentations of their Gods ; that is, they ſet them up as 
viſible Obje&s of Worlhip, to receive their Workhip in the 
ame and ſtead of their Gods : They did not worſhip the 
Images themſelves, but _ inand by and 
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Indeed, this is the only Notion of Image-Worſhip that 
any Men ever had, till Chriſtians began to worſhip Images, 
and then were forced to defend it, and to diſtinguiſh away 

the Idolatry of it. | 

This is the Account the Heathens gave of their Worſhip 
of Images, That they did not believe them to be Gods, but 

only worſhipped their Gods in their Images. Thus C:cero 
aſcribes the making Images of their Gods in humane Shape, 

De Natura de- to their Superſtition, Vt efſent ſumulacra, que venerantes = 
orum,l.1.C. 27+ zpſos ſe adire crederen;, that they might have Images to make 
their Addreſſes to, as if the Gods themſelves were preſent. 

Max, Tyius, And Maximus Tyrins gives a large Account of their Images 
diſſert. 38 to the ſame purpoſe, That they are al] but ſo many Pictures 
and Repreſentations of the Deity, to bring us to the con- 

ception of him ; and it matters not what the Image be, ſo 

it bring God to our Thoughts, and direct our Worſhip to 

him; b&ov &s Zvoplw tw wivor, Celſus and Fulian deny 

that they thought their Images to be Gods; and ſo did the 

See Dr. Stil- Heathens in Arnobius, Athanaſums, and St. Auſtin, as thoſe 
Co tle Di Fathers acknowledg. And Jalan tells us, That a lover of 
coſe of 14olz. God loves the Repreſentations of the Gods ; and beholding 
ty,p.466,+c, their Images, doth ſecretly fear and reverence them, which 
although inviſible themſelves, do behold him. And Dio 

Chryſoſtom, in his Olympick Oration, gives this Account 

why Men are ſo fond of Images, which they know cannot 

Dio Chryſ, expreſs the inviſible and inexpreſlible Nature of God, Be- 
Orat. 32. Ccanſe Mankind doth not love to worſhip God at a diſtance, but to 
come near and feel him, and with aſſurance Sacrifice to him, and 
Crown him. Nay, thoſe very Heathens who believed that 

ſome inviſible Spirits after Conſecration were, not incorpo- 

rated with their Images, (which it does not appear to me, 

that any of them thought ) but preſent in them ; did nor 

therefore worſhip the material Figure, but through the viti- 

ble Image, worſhipped thoſe inviſible Spirits which were 

St. Aug.m hidinit. Non hoc wiſubile colo, ſed numen quod illic inviſibi- 
Plal, 113, liter habitat, And therefore Arnobize ſays, That they for- 
Arnob, 1. 6, med the Images of their Gods, YVicaria ſubſtitutione, that is, 
to ſet them in the place of God, to be a vicarious Objett of 

Worſhip, to receive them Worſhip in the name of their 

| Gcds; 
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Gods; and-that God receives their Worſhip by Images, per 
quedam fidei. commiſſa, by way of Trult ;, as if they were 
intruſted to receive 'their Worſhip for God in his ſtead. 
Hence St. Auſtin tells us, that no Image of God ought to bs 
worſhipped, but only Chriſt, who is what he is; and he not 
to be worſhipped infiead of God, but together with him; 
which ſhows plainly what Notion the Father had of proper Aug. Ep. 119, 
Image-worſhip; that it is to worſhip the Image inſtead of < 11- 
Gcd: and therefore tho Chriſt be ſuch an Image of God as 
muſt be worſhipped, yet he muſt not be worſhipped as an 
Image ; that is, not in the ſtead, but together with God. 
And St. Hierom on Rom. 1. gives the ſame notion of Image- 
worſhip, Qzomods inviſibilis Deus per ſimulacrum wiſibile colere- 

. tur > that it is to worſhip the inviſible God by a viſible Image : 
and therefore falling down before their Images is called by 
Arnobius, Deorum ante ora proftrati, proſtrating themſelves Arn. 1. r. 
before the Face of their Gods ; which is aptly expreſſed by 
Ceſar, ante ſimulacra projet; wittoriam a Diis expoſcerent, Cz(ar dr Bills 
falling down before their Images, they begged Vittory of Ciz.1. 2. 
their Gods. And in thoſe days before they were acquainted 
with School-DiſtinCtions, to pray to their Gods before their - 
Images, and fixing their Eyes on them, was thought to be 
Image-worſhip ; thus St. Auſtin expreſſes it by adorat wel 
orat intuens ſimulacrum, adoring, or praying, looking upon an 
Image : and ſo does Ovid, Summiſſoq;, genn vultus im imagine Ovid. Faſt, 4, 
Dwve fixit, with bended Knees he fixes his Eye upon the Image 
of the Goddeſs: and indeed all the Arguments of the an- 
cient Fathers againſt the Worſhip of Images are levelled a- 
gainſt this Notion of it, that they worſhipped their Gods by 
Images, not that they thought their Images to be Gods. This 
then being the received Notion of Image-worſhip among the 
Heathens, in which they all agreed, as far as we have any 
account of their Opinions, and being the only intelligible 
account that can be given of the Worſhip of Images, we 
have reaſon to believe, that the ſecond Commandment, 
which forbids the Worſhip of Images, had a principal regard 
to it ; but I have other Arguments from the Scripture ir 
ſelf to confirm this Opinion. 


7, The 
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7. The firſt is from the firſt Example of Image-worſhip 


among the 7ſrachtes after the giving this Law ; that is, the 

Workfiip \of 'the Golden Calf, which- Aaron made while 

Afoſes was in the Mount : That this Calf was intended on- 

iy 38a Symbolical Repreſentation of the God of Iſrael, and 

that they worſhip the Lord Fehovah in the Worſhip of 

this Calf, is ſo evident from the whole Story, that I confeſs 

I do not think that Man fit to be diſputed with, who de- 

nies it ; for he muſt either want Underftanding, or Honeſty, 

to bz convinced of the plaineſt matter, which he has no 

mind to believe. The occaſion of their making this Calf, 

was the abſence of Moſes, who was a kind of a living Ora- 

cle, and Divine Preſence with them. They ſaid to Aaron, 

Exod, 32. 1. Up, make us Gods, which ſhall go before us : for as for this Mo- 

ſes, the Man who brought us up out of the Land of Egypt, we 

wot not what i become of him So that they wanted not a new 

God, but only a Divine Preſence with them, ſince Moſes, 

who uſed to acquaint them with the Will of God, and go- 

yern them by a Divine Spirit, was ſo long abſent, that they 

thought him loſt ; when the Calf was made, they ſaid, Theſe 

be thy Gods, O Iſrael, which brought Thee out of the Land of 

Egypt: Which they conld not poſſibly underſtand of the 

Calf, which was but then made. For tho we ſhould think 

them ſo ſilly, as to believe it to be a God, it was impoſlible 

they ſhould think that the Calf brought them out of Egype, 

before it ſelf was made : Nor could they think any Egyp- 

tian Gods delivered them out of Egypt tq the ruine and de- 

folation of their own Country ; eſpecially, fince they cer- 

tainly knew, that it was only the Lord Fehovah, who brought 

them out of Egypr by the hand of Moſes; and therefore 

Aaron built an Altar before it, and proclaimed a Feaſt to the 

Lord, or to Jehovah, as the word is : which makes it very 

plain to any unprejudiced Man, that they intended to wor- 

ſhip the Lord Jehovah in the Worſhip of the Golden Calf, 

which they made for a ſymbolical Repreſentation and Preſence 

$4 Dr. $1. Of God 3 which no doubt was very agreeable to the notion 

lingfl. Defence the Egyptians had of their Images, from whom they leain'd 

of Diſc, of 1do- this way of Worſhip; and I-necd not tell any Man how 
taty,p.747,&c diſpleaſing this was to God. A 
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2, Another Argument of this, is, That Images are called 
Gods ih Scripture; Iſa. 44.10. Who bath faſhuoned 4 God, or 
molten a Graves Image, which i profitable for nothing .——— Ht 
maketh a God and worſhippeth it ;, he maketh it a Graven Im 
and fatterh down thereto. The reſidne thereof he wh: 
God, even bis Graven Image, and worſhippeth it, and prayeth 
unto it, and ſaith, Deliver me, for thou art my Ged. 1 need not 
multiply places for the proof of this ; for this isown'd by all 
the Advocates of the Church of Rome, and;reiied on as the 
great ſupport of their Cauſe. From hence they ſay, it is 
plain in what ſenſe God forbids the Worſhip of Images, viz. 
when Men worſhip their lmages for Gods, as the Text allerts 
the Heathens did. But tho the Church of Rome worſhips 
Images, yet ſhe does not worſhip them for Gods, but only 
worikip+ God, or Chriſt, or the Saints in and by their Ima- 
ges. This is the reaſon of their great Zeal to make the 
tirſt and fecond Commandment but one : becauſe the firſt 
Commandment forbidding the Worſhip of all falſe Gods, If 


e, 
A 


that which we call the ſecond Commandment, which for- 


bids the Worſhip of Images, be reckoned only as part of the 
firſt, then they think it plain m what ſenſe the Worſhip of 
Images is forbid. viz. only as the Worſhip of falſe Gods 3 
and therefore thoſe cannot be charged with: the breach of 
200%" it who do not believe their Images to» be 
Gods. - 1.4 

Now beſides what I have already faid, to prove that the 
Heathens did not believe the Images themſelves to be Gods, 
which is ſo ſottiſh a Conceit, as no Man of common Senſe 
can be guilty of ; I have ſeveral Arguments to prove, that 
the Scripture does not underſtand it in this ſenſe. 

1. The firſt is, That the Golden Calf is called Gods of 
Gold, Exod. 32.31. and yet it isevident, they did not believe 
the Calf to be a God, but only a Symbol and Repreſenta- 
tion of the Lord Jehovah, whom they worſhipped in the 
Calf. 

2. The very name of an Image, which ſignifies a Like- 
neſs and Repreſentation of ſome other Being, is irreconcile- 
able with fuch a'Belief, that the Image it ſelf is # God ; that 
the Image is that very God, whom it is- made ta _—” 5 
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which ſignifies, that the likeneſs of God, is that very God 
whoſe likeneſs it is : Eſpecially, when the Scripture, which 
_ ſuch Images Gods, calls them alſo the Images of their 
Gods. 

Which is proof enough, that tho the Scripture calls Ima- 
ges Gods, it does not underſtand it in that ſenſe, that they 
believe their material Images to be Gods : for it is a contra- 
diction to ſay, that the Image of Baal, is both their God 
Baal, and his Image at the ſame time ; for the Image is not 
the thing it repreſents. 

3- The Arguments urged in Scripture againſt Images, 
plainly prove, that they were not made to be Gods, but on- 
ly Repreſentations of God. One Argument is, becauſe they 
{aw no ſimilitude of God when he ſpoke to them in Horeb 
out of the midſt of the Fire : another, that they can make no 
likeneſs of Him. To whom then will ye liken God, or what 
likeneſs will ye compare to Him? ——To whom then will ye liken 
Me, or ſhall I be equal, ſaith the Holy One? ' hus St. Paul ar- 
gnes with the Philoſophers at Athens ;, For as much then as 
we are the Off-ſpring of God, we ought not to think, the Godhead 
to be like to Gold, and Silver,and Stone graven by Art, and Man's 
Device. Now what do all theſe Arguments ſigvify againſt 
making a God ? for if they can make a God, what matter is 
it. who their God be like, ſo he be a God ? It is a good Ar- 
gument againſt making any Image and Repreſentation of 
God, that it is impoſſible to make any thing like him ; bur 
it is enough for a God to be like it ſelf. 

In what ſenſe then, you'l ſay, does the Scripture call Ima- 
ges Gods? there is but one poſlible ſenſe, that I know of, 
and that is, that they are vicarious and ſubſtituted Gods ; 
that they are ſet up in God's place, to repreſent his. Perſon, 
and to receive our Worſhip in his name and ſtead, and ſo 
are Gods by Office, tho not by Nature. They are vilible 
Kepreſentations of the Inviſible God, they bear his Name 
and receive his Worſhip ; as the Golden Calf was called Fe- 
zowah; and the Worſhip of the Calf was called a Feaſt un- 
to the Lord: : And this is ſome reaſon for their being called. 
Gods; as the Proxy and Subſtitute afts in the name of the 
Perſonhe repreſents : W hich proves that this is the Scrip- 
Ty ture 
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ture notion of Image-worſhip, that the Image is worſhipped in 
God's name and ſtead, And to this purpoſe I obſerve, That 
tho? «#201, or an Idol , ſignifies a falſe god ; yet it ſignifies 
ſuch a falſe god as is only the image and figure of another 
god ; for ſo 540, fignifies /xovr ang iwelope,, a likeneſs or ſimi- 
litade, Thus Tertullian tells us , eorum imagines Idola , ima- 
ginum conſecratio Idolatria. That their Images are Idols, and the 
Conſecration of them is Idolatry. Thus the Author of the 
Book of Wiſdom attributes the original of Idolatry, to Fathers 
making images for their children who were dead , and appointing ſ0- 
lemnities to be kept before them az if they were gods ;, and thus by 
degrees Princes paſſed theſe things into Laws, and made men to 
worſhip graven images ; and thus either out of aſfettion or flattery 
the worſhip of Idols began. Which ſhews what he means by [dols, 
Images conſecrated for the worſhip of God. And therefore he 
diſtinguiſhes the worſhip of Idols, from the worſhip of the Ele- 
ments and heavenly bodies, when this was done without an 
Image: And therefore no God is in Scripture called an Ido), but 
wich reſpect to its Image. Thus Idols and Molten Gods are 
join'd together, as expounding each other. And the Pſalmiſt 
tells us, The Idols of the Heatbens are Silver and Gold , the work 
of mens hands. So that an Idol is a falſe God, as it ſignifies a 
material Image made to repreſent ſome God, as a viſible object 
of worſhip, to receive the worſhip of that God whoſe name 
ic bears, in his place and ſtead. 

To the ſame purpole the Scripture charges theſe Image-wor- 
ſhippers with changing the Glory of God into the likeneſs axed 
ſinfilitude of thoſe creatures whereby they repreſented him. 
The 1/raelites made the Image of a Golden Calf, as the ſym- 
bolical repreſentation and preſence of the Lord Jehovah ; and 
the Pſalmitt cells us , that by ſo doing , they changed their glory 
(i. e. the Lord Jehovah, who was the glory of Iſrael!) into be 
ſimilitude of an Ox woich eateth graſs, Which neceſſarily ſup- 
poſes, that they intended to repreſent the Lord Fehowah in the 
image of the Calt ; not that they thought their God to be like 
the Calf, bur as they made a vicarious and viſible God of it, 
- and worſhipped ir in the name of the Lord Fehovah. Thus Sr. 
Pau] deſcribes the Idoiatry of the Heathens, That they chenged 
the glory of the incorruptiv/e God, into an image made like to cor- 
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ruptible man, and four footed beaſts, and creeping things. But of 
this more preſently ; this is ſufficient to ſhow , what che Scrip. 
ture notion of Image-worſhip is, and in what ſenſe it con- 
demns it. TY | : 

2d'y. Let us now conſider wherein the evil of this Image- 
worſhip conſiſts, which will greatly contribute to the right un» 
derſtanding of this whole diſpute. Now the account of. it in 
general is very ſhort and plain, "That the evil of Image-worſhip 
when we worſhip the true God by an Image, does not ſo much 
conſiſt in the kinds, or degrees, or object of worſhip, as in - 
repreſentation ; and if this provethe true account of it, as 1 
believe it will appear to be to all conſidering men, betore | have 
done, it will quite alter the ſtate of this controverſie , and put | 
M. de Meaux, and the Repreſenter, to find out ſome new Expoſi- 
tions and Repreſentations of their Image-worſhip. 

1. Thatthe evil of Image-worſhip when men worſhip the 
true God by an Image, does not principally confilt inthe kinds, 
or degrees, or objeftof worſhip. Such men indeed are ſaid in 
Scripture to worſhip Images, and Idols, and Molten Gods, and 
that their Idols are ſilver and gold, wood ard ſtone ; for when 
they worſhip God by an Image, they muſt worſhip the Image; 
or elſe they. cannot worſhip God in it , tho* they worſhip the 
Image not for it ſelf, but ſor the Ptototype , as the Council of 
Trent determines, which is more properly worſhipping God or 
Chriſt in or before his Image, as M. de Meaux expounds it, than 
worſhipping the Image ; and they are ſaid to worſhip Images 
rather with reſpeft ro the manner than to the object of worſhip, 
as you ſhall hear more prelently. The Church of Rome indeed, 
as her doCtrine and praQticeis expounded by her moſt. famed 
Divines, may jnſtly be charged with worſhipping Images in the 
groſleſt ſenſe ; as that ſignifies giving Religious worſhip to the 
material image of wood and ſtone z which is ſtrictly to worſhip 
ſtocks and ſtones as Gods, This charge may be eaſily made 
good againſt all thoſe who teach that the Image is to be pro- 
perly worſhipped , and that either a relative /atris, or ſome 
proper infes:..r worſhip is co be terminated on the Image as its 
material obje& ; and yet moſt of the Remav Doctors atttibute 
one or other to the Image, as diſtinct from that worſhip they 


give to the Prototype ; and diſpute very learnedly, that _ 
the 
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the DoQtrine both of the ſecond Conncil of Nice, and of the 
Council of Trent, That a proper worſhip muſt be given to the 
Image, diſtinct from that worſhip which is given to the Proto- 
type; bur they cannot yet agree, whether it be a relative im- 
proper analogical /arria, which muſt be given to the Image of 
Chriſt, or only dwlia, or an inferiour degree of Religious wor- 
ſhip. 

This has hitherto been the chef ſeat of the Controverſy be- 
tween Proteſtants and Papiſts about Image-worſhip ; and M. de 
Meaux ſeems very ſenſible, That atcriburing a proper worſhip 
to Images, ſo as toterminate it on them, gives too juſt occaſion 
for the charge of Idolatry, and puts them to hard ſhifts tovin- 
dicate themſelves from it z and therefore he owns no worſhip 
due tothe Image for it ſelf, but only as it repreſents the Proto- 
type, which therefore is not ſo properly the worſhip of the 
Image, as of the Prototype by the Image ; and here l perfetly 
agree with him, That the truenotion of Image- worſhip is not 
to worſhip the Image at all, conſidered in it ſelf, as a material 
figure of Wood and Stone, but only to worſhip God or Chriſt 
in the Image. And therefore I ſhall ſet aſide this diſpute, in 
what ſenſe, or how far a Papiſ# may be charged with worſhip- 
ping the material Image, which has occaſioned eternal wrang- 
lings, and yet does not properly belong to the controverſie of 
Image-worſhip. To worſhip a material Image, is to give the 
worſhip of God to Creatures, to Wood and Stone; but lmage- 
worſhip is in its ſtrict notion, not giving Divine worſhip to Ima- 
ges, but worſhipping God in and by the Image which repre- 
ſents him, which in Scripture is called worſhipping Images : 
And therefore tho we ſhould grant, that M. de Meaux his ex- 
poſition aroids the firſt charge of giving Religious worſhip to 
Wood and Stone, becauſe he denies that they properly worſhip 
the Image, but only the Prototype in the Image; yet the 
whole guile of Image-worſhip, as that ſignifies the worſhip of 
God by Images, not the worſhip of the material Image, is 
chargeable upon him ſtill, that is, the worſhip of the Prototype 
by the Image, which is all that is forbid in the ſecond Com- 
mandment. 

This, it may be, will be thought a giving up the Cauſe, to 
grant , that the Church of <5 x may worſhip God or gy 

- y 


( 108. ) 


by Images, and yet not be chargeable with worſhipping the 
Images themſelves, or the material figures of Wood or Stone ; 
and therefore it will be neceſlary to ſhew, that the true Notion 
of Idolatry or Image-worſhip is not giving Religions worſhip to 
the Images them{clves, but worſhipping God by lmages, and 
what the difference between theſe T'wois. 

it. And the firit thing 1 ſhall obſerve to this purpoſe, is the 
difference between the Firſt and Second Commandment, which 
all Proteſtants own and defend againſt the Church of Rome, 
which makes the Second Commandment only a Pranch and 
Appendix of the Firſt. Now the Firſt Commandment. forbids 
all falſe objets of worſhip, the worſhip of all creatures and ficti- 
tious Deities, and therefore the worſhip of all Beings beſides 
God, whether rational, animate or inanimate, is a breach of 
the Firſt Commandment, and muſt be reduced toit; and con» 
ſequently the Second Commandment which forbids the worſhip 
of Images, cannot forbid them as falſe ObjeCts, ( for all ſuch 
are forbid in the firft Commandment) bur as a falſe and cor- 
rupt way of worſhip; and therefore Image worſhip as it is for- 
bid in the Second Commandment, carnot ſignifie worſhipping 
the Image it ſelf, as diſtinguiſhed from the Prototype, for that 
would make it a falſe.object of worſhip againſt che firſt Com- 
mandment; but only a falſe and ſuperſtitious way of repreſent- 
ivg and worſhipping God by an Image. 

2]y. And therefore | obſerve, that an Image does not alter the 
object of worſhip, which yet it muſt neceſſarily do, if it were 
Eſſential to the Notion of Image-worſhip to. worſhip the Image 
it ſelf, which would make the Image a newobjett of worfhip. 
Now it is plain, that men who do not diſpute themſelves into 
endleſs ſubtilties and diſtinQions, intend no morein the worſhip 
of Images, than to worſhip that God whoſe-Image it is, and 
therefore the object of worſhip is the ſame with or without an 
Image. They who worſhip the True God with an Image, and 
they who worſhip him without an Image, worſhip the ſame-Ged 
though in a different manner ; and beſides what judgment men 
make of their own aCtions, and what they intend to do, the 
Scripture it ſelf acknowledges this. When the 1/ae/ires made a' 
golden Calf, Aarcn proclaims a Feaſt tothe Lord Jehovah,which 
proves that they.intended to worſhip the ſame.God ſtill in the 
golden 
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golden Calf, which they did before without it. Thus the Two 
Calves which Feroboars ſet up, were made in imitation of the 
golden Calf, and for Symbolical repreſentations of the God of 
I/rael, who was worſhipped by them 3 For it is plain that Tere- 
beam did not intend to change their God, but on!y to prevent 
their going up to Fern/alcm to worſhip God ti.ere;, and there- 
fore ke tells them, I: is roo mwchb fer ;c# to go vp to Jeruſalem, be- 
bold thy Geds, O Iſrael, which breugl; thee up cut of the Land of 
eA:gypt ; that is, the Lord Jehovah. Now we may obſerve, that 
God himſelf, though he was grievouſly offended with the Sin of 
Tercboam, yet he makes a great difference between the <in of 
Fercboam and the Sin of Abab, who introduced the worſhip of 
Baal a falſe God, whereas Ferobcam retained the worſhip of the 
true God, though he worſhipped him in a falſe and Idolatrous 
manner. If the Calves of D.» and Berhe! had been falſe Gods, 
as Baal was,the Sin had been equally provoking; but-the worſhip 
of the Calves did not change their God, as the worſhip of #aal 
did; and therefore F/ijj2h diſtinguiſhes the 1/aelires into the 
worſhippers of God and of Baal. H.w long halt ye between Two 
Opin;cns ? if the Lord be God, follow him , but if Baal, then follow , 
him ; and yet moſt of thoſe who are ſaid to be worſhippersof * 
God, did worſhip God at the Calves ot Dan and Bethe!, which 
was the eſtabliſked Religion of the Kingdom. And thus Feb, 
tho* he departed not from the Sin of fercboam, the golden 
Calves in Dan and Bethe/, yer he calls his Zeal in deſtroying 
Baal out of 1/rae!, his Zeal. for the Lord Jehovah. 

Now if the worſhip of anImage do not change the objeft of 
our worſhip, neither in the intention of the worſhipper, nor in 
the. account of Scripture, as I have now proved, it evidently 
follows, that the Image is not worſhipped as an object, but asa 
Ai dium of worſhip ; it receives no worſhip for it (elf, but only 
for God whom it repreſents. And that which is ſo offenſive to 
God in it, is not that they ſet up any Rival and Oppoſite gods 
againſt him, bur that they worſhip him in a reproachful and 
diſhonourable manner, which makes him abbor and reject the 
worſhip; and becauſe he will not receive this worſhip himſelf, he 
calls it worſhipping Idols and graven Images, and molten gods, 
that is, vicarious and repreſentative gods, which though they re- 
ceive the worſhip in God's Name, yet are an infinite reproach 
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tohis Majeſty by that vile and contemptible Repreſentation they 


make him. This is the ſtrict Notion of Idolatry, not the giving 
the worſhip of God to Creatures ; which 15 the Breach of the 
Firſt Commandment in making new Gods, but the worſhip of 
God by an Image, which makes ſuch Images Gods by Repre-. 
ſentation, but not the objefts, but only the Medium of worſhip ; 
and therefore though we ſhov!ld grant M. de Meanx that he 
does not worſhip Images, but only Chriſt and the Saints in or 
before their Images, this does not excuſe him from [dolatry, 
which does not ſignifie worſhipping an Image in a ſtrift ſence ; 
but only worſhipping God in an Image, Which terminates all 
the worſhip not on the Image but on God. 

2/y. Let us now conſider wherein the Evil of this Idolatry or 
Image-worſhip does conſiſt; and that 1 ſaid 'was in Repreſenta« 
tion ; which I ſhall briefly explain intheſe particulars. 1. That 


It is an infinite reproach to the DivineNature and PerfeCtions,tq 


be repreſented by an Image: Toguhom will ye liken God ? Or 
what likeneſs will ye ccmpare to him? The workman melteth a gra» 
wen-Image, and the Guld/mith ſpreadeth it over with Gold, and 
caſteth Silver Chains. He that u ſo impoteeriſhed that he hath no 
Oblation, chuſeth a Tree that will not rot: he ſeeketh nnto him a 
cunning Workman to prepare a graven Image that ſha!l not be 
moved, Have ye not known ? Have ye not heard? Hath it not 
been told you from the beginning ? Have ye not underſtcod frum the 
Foundations of the Earth? It us he that ſitteth upon the Circle of the 
Earth, and the Inhabitants thereef are as Graſhoppers ; that ſftretch- 
eth cut the Heavens as a Curtain, and ſpreadeth them out as a 
Tent to dwell mm. How incongruous and abſurd is it, tomake a 
Piure or Image of that God who is inviſible ? to repreſent a 
pure Mind by Matter , dull ſenſleſs Matter ! to give the ſhape 
and figure of a Man, cr ſomeviler Creature, to that God who 
has none ! To make an Image for the Maker of the World, and 
co bring that Infinite Being to the ſcantlings and dimenſions of a 
Man, who fills Heaven and Earth with his preſence ! If ir be 
the Glory of God to be what he is, a pure, infinite, eternal, in- 
viſible Mind! it is a contradiCtion and diſhonour to him to be 
repreſented by a material viſible Image like to ſome of his own 
Creatures, but inferior to the meaneſt living Creatures, be- 
cauſe without Life and Senſe : Thus St. Pas/ argues, AFs 17.29. 

For- 


( 111 ) 


Foraſmuch then as we are the off-ſpring of God, we ought nct to 
think that the Godhead is like unto Gold or Silver, or Stone gra- 
wen by art, and mans device. If we think God to be like toſuch 
Images, we know nothing of him ; and if we make ſuch Images 
as we know are not like to God, nay a reproach to his Nature 
and Perfeftions, we wilfully affront him, And tho Chriſt 
converſed in this World in human Nature, which is repreſen- 
table by an Image, yet an Image isnot a proper Repreſentation 
of Chriſt, as the object of Worſhip, becauſe it cannot repre- 
ſent the Divine Nature, which is the R:aſon and Foundation of 
Worſhip. And as for Saints, they ought not to be worſhipped 
at all, and therefore not worſhipped by lmages : And indeed, 
that very Law which forbids the worſhip of Images withour 
any Exception, and yet upon ſuch Reaſons as are peculiar to 
the infinite Nature of God, are a plain Argument to me, that 
no Being which is repreſentable by human Art, is an Object of 
Worſhip. 

2. To ſetup an Image in the place of God, has a great ap- 
pearance and ſuſpicion of worſhipping a material and viſible 
God, of giving Divine Honours to Gold and Silver, and the 
work of mens hands ; for tho men pretend to Worſhip God in 
the Image, yet how does the. Image come to be worſhipped 
for God ? What likeneſs ? What Relation is there between them? 
How eaſily may menſlipinto the worſhip of Images themſelves, 
and forſake God,or never mind him, for the ſake ofa fine Piture, 
or ſome beautiful or wonder-working Image ? for tho there is.a 
great deal of difference between worſhipping God by an Im- 
age, and worſhipping the Image it ſelf, yer to all appearance 
they are ſo like one another, and thereis ſoeaſie a paſſage from 
one to the other, that Gods diſpleaſure againſt this Sin is ex- 
preſſed in Scripture by Jealouſie ; a Paſſion which expreſſes both 
Suſpicion and Cantion ; while they profeſs to Worſhip God by 
their Images, they do not change their God, but yet their wor- 
ſhipping a viſible Image, looks very like-it, and is an eaſe in- 
troduCtion to it, Thus in the ſecond Commandment, the Rea- 
ſon with which God inforces his Prohibicion agaitſt worſhip ping 
Images is, For I the Lord thy God, am 6 Foalept{oa8 Thus P(c1.78. 
58. for they provoked him to anger with. their high places, aud mo- 
ved him to jealoufie with their graven Images, And therefore he — 
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-preſſes bimſelf with ſome Paſſion and Concernment in rhis mat- 
ter. Tam:he Lord, that is my Name, and my Glory will I net 
give to another, neither my Praiſe to Graven Images , Iſa. 42. $. 
The Church is called Gods Spouſe, and the worſhip of falſe 
gods is called Whoredom and Adultery, going aſter other gods; 
and the worſhip of the true God by Images, tho it Le not 
Whoredom, yet it is ſuch a kind of ſpiritual Wantonneſs and 
Incontinency, as excites his Jealouſie. 

2. Eſpecially when we conſider, that the Worſhip of Images 
does naturally expoſe us to the Cheats and Impoſtures of wicked 
Spirits ; for this reaſon I obſerved before, God fordids the \\'or- 
ſhip of any other Inviſible Being but himſelf; for if men were 
allowed to Worſhip inferior Spirits, bad Spirits who inhabic 
theſe lower Regions, would ſoon have the greateſt ſhare in their 
Worſhip; and thus it is with Images, which are ſuch an offence 
and diſhonour to God, that we cannot expect that he will ever 
ſhow himſelf preſent in them, or guard them from the poſſeſſion 
of evil Spirits. It is evident thatin the Heathen World, evil Spi- 
rits poſſeſſed their Images, and abuſed mankind with theirlylng 
Wonders, and lying Oracles; and I have ſome reaſon to believe, 
that if any Miracles are wrought ſtill at Images , they are not 
by good Spirits, becauſe Images are an Abomination to God ; 
and therefore, Rom. 1. St. Paul attributes the general corruption 
of mens lives and manners to the Worſhip of Images ; They 

. changed the glory of - the —_— God into an image made like 
70 corruptible man, . and ta birds and fourfooted beaſts , and creeping 
things; wherefore God gave them up to wncleanneſs— for this cauſe 
Gid gave them up to vile affettions—and even as they did not like 
30 retain God in their knowledge, God gave them over to areprobate 
mind to do theſe things w:1ich arenot convenient. The meaning of 
-Which-is, That Goa gave them over to the deluſions of wicked 
Spirirs, Who1urked in their Images, and firſt corrupted their Re- 


\ 


ligion, and'then their Lives by impure and barbarous Rites of 

Worſhip. | 
4+ If there were no other hurt in Image-worſhip, yet it de- 
baſes buman,Nature to fall down before a ſenſleſs Image : As it 
is a diſhonour to God to be worſhipped by -an Image , tho the 
Worſhip be intended for bimſelf, and not for the Image, becauſe 
.it, makes ſo mean and yile Repreſentation of him ; ſo it is a re- 
| proach 
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proach to a man, who is a reaſonable Creature, and made after 
the [mage of God, to fall down before Stocks and Stones, with 
all external Submiſſions and Adorations, tho he intends not to 
worſhip the material [mage, but God by ir ; becauſe the viſible 
Object before which we pay our Worſhip, is ſo much below the 
honour and dignity of humane Nature, is a reproach to the 
underſtanding of a man to think that a material Image is a de- 
cent Repreſentation of God, and a fit medium of Worſhip ; 
and he muſt have a mean and beggarly Spirit, who can be con- 
tented to bow down be'ore it: "Thus Arnobins aggravates the 


madneſs of this: Supplicare tremebundum factitatz abs te rei; Arnob. 1. 6. 


To fall down trembling, and'to ſupplicate that which thou thy ſelf 
baſt made. And a greater than Arncb;us tells us, They that make 


them, are like unto them, ſo is every one who putteth their truſt in Pal» 135+ 18, 


them. 

5ly. The Worſhip of God by Images is contrary not only to 
the Law of Meſes,but to the reaſon of Mankind, it gratifies indeed 
a fleſhly and ſenſual Mind to have a viſible Object of Worſhip, 
but God is the only natural ObjeCt of Worſhip; and reaſon tells 
us, that God is inviſible ; and Reaſon will tell us, that it is con- 
trary to the nature of an inviſible Being, to be worſhipped un- 
der a viſible Repreſentation ; it is not only a Reproach to the 
Divine Nature, but an abſurd and unreaſonable Worſhip. For 
what conſidering man can think it reaſonable to worſhip a viſible 
Image inſtead of an inviſible God ? Reaſon can never juſtifie 
a worſhip ſo contradictory to the Divine Nature, and therefore 
Reaſon can never teach men to Worſhip an Image. For whar 
is it they intend by worſhipping Images ? Have they a mind 
to ſee the God they Worſhip ? Bur how unreaſonable is this, 
when they know he is inviſible, and would not be a God if he 
could be ſeen * And how abſurd is it to Repreſent him by an 
Image, when they know they can make no Image like him ? 
No worſhip can be natural, which contradidts the nature of 
that Peing whom we Worſhip ; and if itbe not natural, ir muſt 
be inſtituted Worſhip ; and then, tho it were forbid by no Law, 
it muſt be commanded by fome Law to make it reaſonable, ar 
leaſt if ic be pofſible that a Law could make that an aCt of 
Honour and \\ orfhip, which is a Diſhonour to the Divine Per- 
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6ly. lt is more eſpecially contrary to the nature of the Chri- 
ſtian worſhip, which teaches us to form a more ſpiritual Idea 
of God, and to worſhip him in Spirit and in Truth ; in oppoſition 
not only to aſl ſenſible Repreſentations, bur to all ſymbolical 
Preſences. Thereare two things principally, for which Images 
are intended, to be viſible Repreſentations, and a viſible Pre- 
ſence of the Deity. The firſt of theſe is ſo great a Reproach to 
the Divine. Nature, that it was forbid by the Law of Meſes, 
which was at beſt a leſs perfe@ Diſpenſation, as being accom- 
modated to the carnal State of that peopie; butas to the ſecond, 
God himſelt gratified them in it, for he dwelt among them in 
the Tabernacle, and afterwards in the Temple of Feruſalem, 
where he placed the Symbols of his Preſence. But now when 
the Woman of Sameria asked our Saviour about the place of 
Worſhip, whether it was the Temple at Feruſalem, or Samaria : 


Joh 4. 21, 23, He anſwers, The hour cometh when ye ſhall neither in this moun- 


24 


tain, ncr yet at Jeruſalem worſbip the Father. But the true wor- 
ſhippers ſhall werſhip the Father in Spirit and in Truth , for the 
Father feeketh ſuch to m_— bim. God is a Spirits and they tl at 
worſhip bim, muſt worſhip him in Spirit and in Truth, Where 
Chriſt oppoſes worfhipping in Spirit and in Truth, to worſhip- 
ping in the Temple, not asa Temple ſignifies a place ſeparated 
tor Religious Worſhip, which is a neceſſary Circumſtance of 
Worſhip in all Religions 3 bur as it fignifies a Symbolica] Pre- 
ſence, a Figure of Gods Reſidence and Dwelling among them, 
in Which ſenſe the Primitive Chriſtians denied that they had 
any Temples. For God dwelling in human Nature, is the only 
Divine Preſence under the Goſpel, of which the Temple was but 
a Type and Figure. Now if the ſpiritual Worſhip of the Go- 
ſpel does ſo withdraw us from ſenſe, as not to admit of a Sym- 
bolical Preſence, much leſs certainly does it admit of Images, 
to repreſent God preſent tous, which is ſo groſsand carnal, that 
God forbad it under the Legal Diſpenſation. We muſt conſider 
God as aninfinite Mind, preſent in all places to bear our Pray- 
ers, and receive our Worſhip, and muſt raiſe our hearts to Heas 
ven, Whither Chriſt who is the only viſible Preſence of God is 
aſcended, and not ſeek for him in carved Wood or Stone, or a 
curious piece of Painting. 
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7ly. But fince M. de Maux, and the Repreſenter think it 
ſufficient to uſtite the worſhip of Images, that they are of 
.great uſe to repreſent the objett of our worſhip to us, and to 
affect us with ſuicable paſſions ; it will be needful briefly to con- 
ſider this matter. For | confeſs | cannot ſee how a material 
and viſible Image ſhould form a true Idea in usof an inviſible 
Spirit ; it is apt cocorrupt mens notions of God and Religion, 
and to abate our ult reverence, by repreſenting the object of 
our worſhip under ſo contemptible an appearance. An Image 
cannot tell us what God is ; if we are otherwiſe inſtructed in 
the nature of God, we know that an image is not like him, bur 
a reproach tothe Divine perfeCtions ; if we are not terter in- 
{trutted, we ſhall think our God like his image, which will 
make us very underſtanding Chriſtians. 

But the Repre/enter has drawn this Argument out at large, 
and therefore we muſt conſider what he ſays of it. That Pi- 
Ctures and Images ſerve to, 1. Preſerve in his mind the memory 
of the things repreſented by them, as people are wont to preſerve 
the memory of their deceaſed Friends by keeping their Piftures. But 
I beſeech you, the memory of what does a Picture preſerve ? 
Of nothing that I know of, but the external lineaments and 
features of the face or body ; and therefore the Images and 
Pictures of God and the Holy Trinity ( which yet are allow- 
ed in the Church of Rome ) cannot ſerve this end, unleſs they 
will ſay, that God has an external ſhape as Man has. Ard 
ſuppoſe we had the exact Pictures of Chriſt and the Virgin 
Afary, the Apoitles and other Saints and Martyrs, this might 
2ratifie our ctriofity, but of what uſe is it in the Chriſtian Reli- 
gion ? Ta remember Chrilt, is not to remember his face, wich 
we never ſaw, but to remember his Doctrine and his Life ; to 
call to mind his great Love indying for us ; to remember him 
notasa Man, but as a God incarnate, as our Mediator ard 
Advocate, as our Lord and Judge ; and therefore the Goſpel3 
which contain the Hiſtory of his Life, are a much better Pt- 
Cture of Chriſt, than any drawn by the moſt curious Fencll ; 
and I doubr, the Chriſtian Religion will not gain much by taking 
the Goſpels out of peoples hands, and giving them a Picture tv 
£322 ON. 
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Yes, ſays our Author, 2. He is taught to uſe them by caſting 
Bis eye upon the Piftures or Images, and thence to raiſe his heart to 
rve Prototypes, and there to imploy it in Meditation, Love, Thankf- 
giving, Imitation, &C.*as the (bjeft requires. But he is a very 
forry Chriſtian, who never thinks of Chrilt, but when he ſees 
his P:fture. And how can the ſizht of a Picture raiſe our 
hearts co che T ove of Chriſt? '] he ſight indeed of a lovely 
Piture may exci'e a ſenſible paſſion, but not a Divine Love; 
The ſight of his Ficture can only put us in mind, that there was 
{uch a perſon as Chriſt in the world ; bur if we would affect 
our hearts with his lore and praiſe, we muſt not gaze on his 
Face, which is all thar a Pifture can ſhow us, if it conld do 
that; +1: meditate on What he has done and ſuffered for us, 
which may be drone better without a Picture, than with it, If 
they want ſomething to put them in mind, that there is ſuch a 
perſon as Chriſt, which is all that his Picture can do, the name 
of Chriſt written upon the Church Walls would be more inno- 
cert, and altogether as etfeCtual to this end, 

Gut Pictures are very inſtructive, as that of a Draths- head 
and O'd Time painted with his F.relock, Heur-glaſs , and Sythe; 
and do infurm the mind at one glance, of 2w1at in reading requires 
a Chapter, and ſometimes a Volume, Which is fo far from being 
rue, that a Picture informs a Man of nothing, but what he 
was informed of before. 'The Picture of a Crucifix may put 
a man in Mind of What he has beard or read of Chriſts dying 
upon the Croſs ; but if he know nothing of the Hiſtory of 
Chriſts Sufferings, the bare ſeeing a Crucifix can teach him no- 
thing. Children may be taught by Pictures, which make a 
more ſtrong impreſſion on their fancies than Words; but a 
Picture cannot teach ; andar beſt this is but a very childiſh way 
of learning. 

3. But devout Pictures are of great uſe in Prayer, the ſight 
of which cures diſtractions, and recals bis wandering thoughts 
to the right objef, and as certainly brings ſome good things into his 
mind, as an immodeſt} Pitture diſturbs his beart with naughtineſs, 
But can men read their Prayers, as well as learn the Articles of 
their Creed, in a-Piture too? For even good thought are a 
Jiſtraftion in Prayers, when they call us from attending to 
what we ask of God ;; and it is tobe feared then, that_Pictures 
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themſelves may diſtraCt us, unleſs w2 are ſure they will ſng- 
geſt no thoughts to us at ſuch a time, but what are in our 
Prayers; the Church of Rome indeed teaching her Children 
fuch Prayers as they do not underſtand, and therefore cannor 
imploy their thoughts , may make Pictures very neceſſary to 
entertain them; but if our thoughts and ovr words ovght ro go 
rogether, as it muſt be if the Devotion of Prayers corfiſts in 
praying devoutly, an Image which cannot ſpeak, and a Praver 
which is not underſtood,are like to make Men equally devout ; 
fhould Men when they look upon a Cruc fix, run over in their 
Minds all the Hiſtory of our Saviours Sutterings ! ſhould the 
ſrghr of our Saviour hanging on the Croſs affect us w1h ſome 
ſoft and tender Paſſions at the remembrance of h:m ! (which it 
is certain the daily and familiar uſe of ſach Pictures cannot do) 
vet what is this to Prayer? Such ſenſible Paſſions as the ſight 
of a Picturecan raiſe in us, are of little or no account in Re- 
ligion, true devout AﬀeCtions muſt ſpring from an inward 
Viral Senſe, which the Picture cannot give to thoſe who war:t 
it, andis of no uſe to thoſe who have it. 

Tas I have, as briefly as the Subject would permit, examined 
the Doctrine of Praying to Saints, and Worſhipping Images 
according to the Expoſition of the Biſhop of Cond:m, to whom 
our Author appeal: in theſe Points, and this ] hope will farisfie 
him, what we think both of the Biſhops Authoriry and his Ex- 
poſition, and how little we like Popery in its beſt dreſs. And now 
it is time to return to our Proteſter, 

And I hopeby this time he ſees that there is ſomething more 
.needful to clear the Matters in Controverſie between us, than 


barely M. de Meax his Authority ; and therefore he reſolving p. 


not to lock beyond the Expoſition delivered by this Prelate, 1 might 
here very fairly take my leave of him ; but cannot dothis,tho? 
he be a perfect Stranger to me, Without diſmifling him civ.lly 
with a Complement or two more. | 

1, Then as to the Invocation of Saints, he obſerves that 
] deny the Biſhop has limited it only to their Prayers , 
which I own is a miſtake ; and this is ſuch a Complement 
as muſt never be expected from a Doctor of- the infallible 
Church, for he had occaſion enough tor ir, had he had a Heart 
to do it; but lhope | haye abundantly made amends for this 
now 
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now by a fair and particular Examination of the Biſhops Expo- 


ſition as to that Point z and indeed M. de Meaux himfelf gave 
the occaſion for this, by not owning it in its due place, when he 
expounded the Decree of the Council, which teaches them to 
fly to the aid and aſſiſtance of the Saints as well as to their 
Prayers, but ſhuffling it into the middle of a ſentence at ſome 
diſtance, where no Man would expect it : When Expoſitors 
dodge at this rate, they may thank themſelves if they are mi- 
ſtaken. 

2/y and 3dly, He takes Santuary again in the Biſhops Au- 
thority to jultifie his renouncing the Popes perſonal Infailibility, 
and the depoſing Dottrine, as no Articles of Faith : But tho? the 
Biſhop indeed do wave ſome things, as he ſays, which are diſputed 
f in the Schools, as no Articles of Faith, yet he does not ſay 
what they are, much leſs name the Popes perſonal Infallibility, 
end the depoſing power ; and one would think he could not mean 
the depsſing power, Which is determined by General Councils, 
and therefore muſt be an Article of Faith. The Truth is, the 
Biſhop has here plaid a very cunning Game, and men may 
make what they pleaſe of his words, as their intereſt or incli- 
nation leads them ; if Prcteftants obje&t the DoCtrine of the 
Popes infallibility and Depoſing power, he can eaſily tell them 
that theſe are School diſputes, and not Articles of Faith ; if che 
Pope or Roman Doctors quarrel at it, he has then ſaid nothing 
in diſparagement of the Popes infallibility and Depoſing power, 
but has taught that Fundamental Principle on which theſe Do- 
ctrines depend, asin Truth he has, when he makes the Primacy 
of Peter, the Cement of Unity, and gives this Primacy to the 
Biſhops of Rome, as Succeſſors.of the Prince of the Apoſtles, to 
whim for this cauſe we owe that Obedience and Submiſſion which 
the hely Cormcils and Fathers have always taught the Faithful ; 
though they have not ſaid one word till of late of any ſuch obe- 
dience and ſubmiſſion due to them ; eſpecially when we conſi- 
der what he means by the Primacy of the Pope, that he is 4 
Head eſtabliſhed by Ged to cendutt bis whole Flick in his paths ; 
which gives him a Supremacy over biſhops and Secular Princes; 
and how naturally this inters infallibilty, and a power of de- 
poſing Heretical Princes, every one ſees, and we have reaſon to 
believe the Biſhop expounded his Doctrine to this Orthodox 
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Sence in his Letters to the Pope, from the Popes Teſtimonial, 
that his Letters ſhewed bis ſubmiſſion an reſpett to the Apoſtolick 
See. 

As for the Popes perſonal infallibility, our Author in his Re- 
flztions (p 8.) denies it to be an Article of Faith, becauſe it is :ot 
poſitively determined by any General Council; in my reply (p.47.) 
| rold him this is no proof, that it is not an Article of Faith, be- 
cauſe the infall:bility of the Church it ſelf, which they all grant 
to be an Article of Faith, was never poſitively determined by 
any General Gouncil ; and therefore ſome DoCtrines may be 
Articles of Faith, which never were determined by any Gene« 
ral Council ; and I added, that if the Church be infallible, the 
Pope muſt, if he be the Head of the Church ;, for 1nfal:5:'ity 
ought in reaſon to accompany the greateſt aud moſt abſolure Power ; 
but our Author thought fit to let fall this diſpute, and to re- 
ſolve all into the Biſhop of Condoms Authority. 

H's Propoſal which follows, | have already anſwered without 
a ſmile, but I cannot forbear ſmiling once more to hear him com- 
plain of diſputing ; which he ſays belongs nt to the Repreſenter, 
who being to repreſent and not to diſpute, 1s not concerned with thoſe 
redicus Arguments, The Caſe is this; In the CharaQter of a 
Papiſt Repreſented, he had denied the depofing Power to be an 
Arcicle of Faith ; the Anſwerer proved it was an Article of Faith, 
becaule it was decreed by General Councils; to this,in his Refle- 
Ctions he anſwers, that every thing approved in General Coun- 
cils, is not an Article of Faith, but only DoCtrinal Points, and 
thoſe decreed with an Anathema z and therefore the Depoſing 
Power not being declared as a doctrinal point, and the decrees 
relating only to Diſcipline and Government, and not being de» 
creed neither with an Anathems, it does not appear tobe an Ar- 
ticle of Faith : In Anſwer to this, in my Reply (p. 49) | pro- 
poſed three Enquiries, 1. Whether nothing be an Article of Faith, 
but what is decreed with an Anathema ? 2. Whether the depoſing 
Decree be a doftrinal Point, or only matter of Di/ciplin! and Gevern- 
ment ? 2.What Authority genera] Counci!s have in decretis morum, 
or ſuch matters as concern Diſcipline and Government ? Thisis the 
diſputing he complains of, and I confeſs he has tome realon for 
it; for Arguments that cannot be anſwered, ow ſhort foever 
they are, are very tedious; but how 1 could an{wer his At" 
with 
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wirhout diſpuating,or how he comes to be unconcerned to defend 
ts own arguments, | cannot tell ; but tho diſputing is not his 
Province, yet in civility he will go out of his way with me, and in 
Civility | will keep ttm company. 

1, He confelles, I prove at large that all definitions of Faith 
declared in General Councils are not concluded with Anathema*s,and 
in this he willingly agrees with me. But this does not at all prove, 
that whatſcever is declared in ſuch a Council without an Anathema, 
is an Article of Faith ;, and therefore nothing againſt us deſerving 
any farther anſwer. And thus he has very prettily altered the 
ftate of the queſtion; he ſaid the Depoſing doctrine tho appro- 
ved by General Councils, was not an Article of Faith, becauſe 
nat decreed with an Anathema : now if this argument be good, 
then nothing muſt be accounted an Article of Faith, but whar 
1s decreed with an Azathema: In oppoſition to which 1 proved 
that ſeveral DoCtrines which they themſelves account Articles 
of Faith, have been decreed by general Councils without Ana- 
thema*s; and he grarſts that I have proved this; and if | have,l 
am ſure his argument is loſt, for then the depoſing Doctrine 
may be an Article of Faith, tho it be not confirmed with an 
Anathema : and now inſtead of proving, that no Doctrine is an 
Article of Faith which is not decreed with an Anathema, he 
complains that I have not proved that every Doctrine which is 
decreed without an Anathema, is an Article of Faith, which is 
nothing at all to the purpoſe: We knew not where to find the 
Articles of the Romiſh Faith, but in the decrees of their Coun- 
cils; and finding the Popes power to depoſe heretical Princes 
there, we took it foran Article of their Faith : no, ſays the Re- 
fleter, that is a miſtake, it is no Article of Faith, becauſe ir is 
not decreed with an Anathema: we examine the matter, and 
tind it otherwiſe, that Articles of Faith are decreed without Ana- 
thema®s : yes, ſays the Proteſter, this may be, but you mnt 
prove ſtill that every Doctrine which is decreed 2-:hout an Ana- 
thema is an Article of Faith; which is a very ealie matter to do 
after this; forif being decreed with or without an Anathema, 
make nodiltinCtion as to this matter, then the Lecree it ſelf in 
doctrinal Points mult make an Article of Faith ; if ſome Do- 
Etrines which are acknowledged to be Articles of the Kemiſh 
Faich are decreed Without Anathema's, then it 1s no argument 
again(t 
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againſt any Doctrine, being an Article of Faith, that it has no 
Anathema annexed toit ; fo that our Author is wonderful un- 
certain what to call an Article of Faith; if we call the decrees 
of their Councils Articles of their Faith, No, fays he, every De- 
cree isnot an Article of Faith , but only what is decreed with 
an Anethema ; if we conture this diſtinftion , and prove that 
Articles of Faith are decreed without Amathema's, then he can 
diſtinguiſh no farther 3 but requires us to prove , that every 
Podctrine decreed without an Anethema is an Article of Faith, 
thac is, that the decree of their Church makes an Article of 
their Faith : And if that don't, I would deſire to know of him, 
what does. And hadI1 not reaſon then to ſay , 1hat it is wonder- 
ful hard to know what their Faith is , when he himfelf cannot 
tell what it is that makes an Article of Faith, and their moſt 
Learned Divines ſo much differ about this matter ; ſome al« 
lowing that to be an Article of Faith, which others reject. 
2ly. The ſecond enquiry was, Whether the Depoſing decree 
be a DoCtrinal point, or only matter of Diſcipline and Govern- 
ment; andin anſwer to this I told him, That @ Decree what 
ſball be done, includes a wirtual Definiticn of that DefArine on 
which that Decree is founded. To this he oppoſes what I fay 
under the next head, That in the Coungil of the Apoſtles at Jeru- 
ſalem), there was a Decree of Manners, yet ut contained no Defini- 
tion of Dofrine. Not expreſly indeed, but virtually it does, as 1 
ſaid before. My buſineſs there, was to vindicate the Authority 
of Councils in thoſe Decrees which relate to Manners, as nor 
le(s Obligatory than the Decrees of Faith ; and 1 obſerved that 
the only Apoſtolical Council we have an account of in Scripture, 
V:z. the Council at Feruſalem, As 15. was of this nature; 
for theonly Decrees made in it, were to abſtain from Meats 
cffered to Idols, and from Blood , and from things Strangled, 
and from Fornication ; and I obſerved, they might as well ob- 
ject here , ( to invalidate this Decree ) as they do againſt the 
Depoſing Decree, that there is no point of Doctrine determi- 
ned in ic. And how does this contradict what I before aſ- 
ferted ?* That a Decree what ſhall be done, includes a wirtual 
Definition of that Dotfrine on which that Decree is founded. 
But however he ſaies, This Decree of what was to be done , did 
not include a virtual Definition of _ Dottrine on which the De- 
cree 
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cree was feunded ; for if it had, then the Deflrine of pub 
from Blood and Strangled meats, had been an Article of Faith. 
But what does he think of abſtaining from Fornication, and from 
Meats offered to Idols, which are containedin rhe ſame Decree ? 
is not that a neceſſary Doctrine, ard virtually contained in that 
Decree? 1 never faid, That every Decree of Manners muſt 
be immediate!ly- founded on an Article of Faith : but I faid, 
every Decree of Manners is founded on ſome Doctrine , 
( whether it be-in a ſtrict ſenſe an Article of Faith, or not ) 
and includes a virtual Definition of that Doctiine. The De- 
cree to abſtain from Fornication includes this Doctrine, that 
Fornication is -unlawtul under the Goſpel ; and the Decree - 
for Gentile Converts to abſtain from meats offered to ldols, ſup- 
poſes the ſame-; and the Decree to abſftain-from Blood, and from 
things Strang/ed, includes this doctrinal Definition, T hat it was 
unlawful for Gentile Chriftians-at that time to uſe their Chriſtie 
an Liberty in thoſe matters, to the offence and ſcandal of belie- 
ving Fews. The matter in ſhort is this : Every Decree which 
commands the doing any thing, muſt contain a virtual Defini- 
tion that ſuch a thing may: be lawfully done: and every De- 
cree which forbids the doing any thing, does withal define, that 
ſuch a thing is either abſolutely unlawful in it ſelf, or highly 
in?xpedient, and therefore unlawful in ſuch Circumſtances to 
be done: this is as neceſſary as it 1s to command nothing but 
what is lawful, and. ro forbid nothing but what is either un- 
lawful, or highly inexpedient. And therefore when the Church of 
Rome Decrees the depoſing Heretical Princes, or the favourers 
of Hereticks : She virtually defines, that it is lawful to depoſe 
Frinces, which is a doctrinal Definition, and may in a large ſenſe 
be called an Article of Faith, as that ſignifies all Doctrinal points 
propoſed to us to be believed,as I obſerved in my Reply(p.52). 

2+ The third Enquiry was, Whether the Authority of the 
Church be nor as ſacred in decrees of Manners, as in Articles of 
Faith? for the proof of which, | urged the Council at Fersſa- 
lem, and ſhew'd, That Rules of Diſcipline and Government to direct 
the lives and manners of men, is the only proper ſubject of Eccleſia- 
ſtical Authority, P. 55. And here where he ſhould have taken no- 
rice of the Council of Feruſalem, he ſays nothing of it, but on- 
ly ſays, ( p. 32.) that I wrge out of Canus and Bellarmine, my 
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+ General Councils cannot err even in ſuch decrees, when they relate to 
things neceſſary to ſalvation, and which concern the whole Church. 
Hnd when I have proved the Depoſing Decree to be of this nature,and 
eſteemed as ſuch by their Church, I may then deſerve a farther cons 
federation. What their Church will eſteem, if he may be the 
Expounder of it, is nothing to the purpoſe , for we argue not 
from their private effecming, but from their publick Definitions; 
and if a General Decree for the government of the whole 
Church, concern the whole Church, and if to command a fin 
concerns mens ſalvation, then the Depofing decree does; for if 
it be unlawful to depoſe Heretical Princes, it is more than a ſin- 
gle ſintodoit : and if they will grant ;-that General Councils 
cannot command a fin, then they muſt grant, that it is lawful 
to depoſe Heretical Princes : and | agree with him , that this 
does deſerve a farther Conſideration, and ſhall be glad to hear 
his thoughts of it. | 

This Author in his Reflections ( p. 10.) proves that Popes 
themſelves own, that the depe/mg power is no Article of Faith, in 
letting ſo many cpen and poſit;ve aſſerters of the ny depofing peer 
paſs without any cenſure of bereſie, This in my Reply (p. 57.) 1 
attribute to their want of power. For Princes will not be dep'ſed 
now, nor ſuffer thoſe to be cenſured who deny the depoſing Power.” his 
in his proteſtation ( p. 32. ) he ſays, Is ſpoke like an Oracle, bur 
he expetts ſome better Argument than my bare aſſurance of what the 
Pope would do if be hadpower. And thought | had given him 
a better argument than my bare word for it, viz. the experience 
of former Ages, what'Popes did when they had power : for tho 
the infallible Chair may diſſemble a little , when circumſtances 
of affairs require it, yet ſure it is not givento change. 

W hat follows about the worſhip of Saints and Images, I ſup- 
p2ſe has been ſuthciently anſwered already, bur | cannot but ob- 
ſerve a very pleaſant argument he has againſt what I aſſert, Thaz 
0 intention can alter the nature. of actions , which are determined 
by a divine or human Law. Whereby | prove, that if- they do 
ſuch things, as in the account ofthe Divine Law are idolatrous , 
their intention not to commit Idolatry will not excuſe them : 
This he ſays ( p. 36. ) a Luaker might as reaſonably make uſe of 
fer the juſtifymg his yea's and his nay's, and his otber points of Qua« 
keriſm. For if he ſhould ſay , No intention can alter the nature if 
actions, which are determined by a divine or buman law, but Swear 
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w9H at all, neither be ye called Maſters; and let your communication 
be yea, yea, nay, nay, are ations or things determined by the divine 
law, therefore the intention of doing no evil in them, cannot excuſ+ 
the 4,3 otherwiſe than is there determined, from the gil: of ſin. But 
will our Protetter ſay, that the Divine Law does forbid all ſwear« 
ing ? then grant that the Quakers are in the right, and no in- 
rention Will juſtifie ſwearing z bue St. Fames muſt be expounded 
ſo as to reconcile his words With other paſlages in Scri»cure, 
which allow of ſwearing ; and could he fhow us where bowing, 
and kiſſing, and kneeling, and praying before an Image is in any 
ſence allow'd in Scripture, then we would grant alſo, that the 
direction of the intention would juſtifie ſuch a uſe of theſe aCtis 
ons, as the Scripture allows: bur what is abſolutely forbid to be 
done, no intentiou can excuſe, which is our preſent caſe here. 
He concludes all with two or three Requeſts , which mult be 
briefly conſider'd. | 

1, That he(the Replier ) will uſe his intercſt with Proteſtant s, 
to held to what he ſaies they do, ond charge us with 10thing but what 
we expreſly profeſs to Believe and Praftice. Now | can aſſure him 
there is no need of ufing my intereſt with Proteſtants to do this, 
for I hope they are naturally inclined to to be honeſt: but there 
are ſo many «;'s among them, that pofſibly ſome Proteſtants 
may miſtake one «s for another. 'T hey practice indeed gene- 
rally much alike , but they believe differently, and'they repre- 
ſent d fferently, and they expound the Dottrine of their Coun- 
Cils difterently ; and I hope Proteſtants may without any offence 
ſay how and wherein they differ,and | think we cannot be juſtly 
£harged with miſrepreſenting, While we relate matter of Fat 
truly, what their practice is, and what their d:fferent ſentiments 
and opinions are about theſe matters. 

2. That they( Proteſtants ) pick not vp the abuſes of ſome, 
the wices and-.cruelties of others, the cad cpinicns of particular 
Authors, and-hold theſe forth for the Dotrines and Prattices of our 
Church ; and that in charging any pratiiſes, they charge nomore 
than are concerned, Now this is very reaſonable , if he ſpeaks 
of ſuch abuſes as are not allowed and countenanced by the 
Church ; and of ſuch cruelries as are not practiſed, encouraged, 
commended by the Governours of the Church, and juſtified 
by the Decrees and Canons of Popes and Councils ; or of _—_ 
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edd opinions of particu/ar Authors, as ſtealinto the world with- 
out publick authority, and are cenſured as ſoon as they are 
known ; but as faras the Church gives any countenance and 
authority to ſuch abuſes, cruelties, odd epinicns, | fee no reaſon 
why Proteſtants may not complain of theſe things, and charge 
the Church of Rome with them, and not like that Church ever 
the better, which ſuffers ſuch abuſes, and applauds ſuch cru- 
elties, as Papiſts themſelves, who have not put ctt all humanity, 
cannot but abhor. 

3+ That as often as they tell, what they think of our Dofrines 
and Prattices, they would likewiſe at the ſame time inform their 
bearers, that thoſe thoughts are , as the Replier ſays, Opinions , 
Interpretations, and C on[equences of their ewn concerning vur Do- 
Erine, and nit our avowed Dottygpe. But this is a very needleſs 
caution, as I obſerved before ; for our people do not think, 
that the Papifts themſelves believe all that ill of their own Doe 
Ctrines and PraCtiſes which we charge them with ; and I can- 
not eaſily ſee, how our diſputing againſt the DoCtrines ard 
Practices of the Church of Rome , and anſwering the Argu- 
ments whereby they juſtiſy themfelves, ſhould betray people 
into ſuch a miſtake; for it is no natural proof, that two men 
are of the ſame mind becauſe they diſpute againit ore ano- 
ther, 

Thus much for the Proteſter. And to conclude the whole, I 
ſhall give my Readers a ſhort view of the whole progreſs of 
© this diſpute, that they may ſee what ſhuffling Adverſaries we 
bave to deal with. 

When the Book entituled, A Pap Miſrepreſented and Repre- 
ſented, was expoſed to publick view, and mightily applauded 
by thoſe of the Reman Communion, and indultriouſly diſperſed, 
and earneſtly recommended to the peruſal of Frotetants, a 
very learned and. charitable hand undertook to make a true 
repreſentation of the Doctrines and Pradtiſes of the Church of 
Ryme, Which he performed with ſuch full and plain evidence, 
that the Miſrepreſenter hath not ſo much as attempted co charge 
him with any one falſe Citation, nor to ſhow in any one-parti- 
cular, that he has miſrepreſented their DoCtrines and Prattiſes; 
but inſtead of this, in his Reflections oa the Anſwer (if - s 
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flefter” and Miſrepreſenter be the ſame perſon, as he owns 
himſelf ro be) he makes freſh complaints of Proteſtanrs miſre- 
preſenting Papiſfts ; which if it bad been true, is no confutation 
of that repreſentation u hich the Anſwerer had made of P:pery ; 
The queſtion then was, Whether the Church of Remre believes 
and practiſes, as the Anſwerer ſays ſhe does, and proves by 
urqueſtionable authorities that ſhe does. But this was too 
plainly proved, to be a queſtion any longer, and therefore he 
rather choſe to debate that general queſtion about the Rules of 
Repreſenting , and how we- muſt know what is the Faith of 
the Church of Rcme, and whether the Biſhop of C:nden's Ex- 
poſition have not a ſufficient authority given to it by the Pope 


and Cardinals, and Biſhops of France, and what the authority - 


of private Doctors is, and thg like ; but has not in any one 
particular ſhown wherein the Anſwerer has miſrepreſented 
them, that the authorities he alledges are not good, that he 
has put any forced and unnatural ſenſe upon the words of their 
Council, or Catechiſm, or DoCtors, or that their Church has 
by any publick aCts contradifted what he charges co be her 
Doctrine or Practiſe. This he has not done, and therefore we 
have reaſon to believe this he could not do, and this is reaſon 
enough to conclude , that the Anſwer contains a true Re- 
preſentation of the DoCtrines and-Practiſes of the Church of 
Rome. ; 

| did not think ſuch Reflefions as theſe worth the notice of 
the Learned Anſwerer, and. therefore undertook to reply to 
them my ſelf, and particularly examined every thing he had 
{a'd; in return to this, he publiſhes another Anſwer, which he 
calls Papiſts Proteſting againſt Proteſtant Popery ; and | thonghrtit 
would come to bare proteſting at laſt, for his Reaſon and Argu- 
ment run very low before ; this I have now conſidered, and [ 
think have not ſuffered any thing to eſcape without an anſwer ; 
but that the Reader may the better underſtand what a formi- 
.dable Adverſary this is, I ſhall briefly compare the Reply with 
his Anſwer, and then leave him to judg of the ingenuity and 
* honeſty of the Proteſter. 
In anſwer to. his freſh complaint of Miſrepreſenting, in my 
: Reply I conſidered what it is to Miſrepreſent,.w4z. To charge 
them 
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them with ſuch DoCtrines and Practiſes as the Church of Reme 
d'{owns; and proved from his own Character of a Papi Miſre- 
preſented, that we are no Miſrepreſenters; for what he m.ikes us 
charge them with believing and doing,in the Charter of a {ap:ſt 
Miſrepreſented, that he owns and defends in the Character if a 
Papiſt Repreſented ; and the only difference in molt Caſes be- 
tween theſe two CharaFers is this, That in the Charater of a 
Papiſt Miſrepreſented he puts inall the ill things which Proteſtants 
ſay of their Faich and Worſhip, and in the 'Charatter of a Pa- 
piſ# Repreſented he ſays all the good things he can of it ; bur 
this told him does not belong to Repreſentation, but Diſpute, 
and therefore whatever guilt we charge their DoCtrines and 
PraCtiſes with, this is not to miſrepreſent, while we charge 
them with nothing but what is their Faith and PraCtiſe ; to Re- 
preſent in this ſen'e is only to report matter of faCt ; and he 
who reports truly, cannot miſrepreſent, If we charge them 
with any guilt, which they think they are not chargeable with, 
this becomes matter of diſpute; and it is not enough to con- 
fute ſuch a charge, to tell the World, that they do not believe. 
ſo ill of their own Doctrines and Pradtiſes as we Prcteſtants do. 
By this Rule I examined the Thirty ſeven particulars of his Cha- 
rafter, and carefully diſtinguiſhed between matters of repre- 
ſentation and diſpute , and all this he grants, and yet in his 
Anſwer falls a proteſting againſt Proteſtant Popery, as if we had 
made a new Religion for them; whereas we only tell them 
what the faulrs of their Religion is; and this he calls Prcteſtans 
Popery, That is, the judgment of Proreftants concerning Po- 
pery ; and this he proceſs againit, which is a much eaſier way 
than to confute it, 

And now inſtead of defending his own CharaGers, wherein 
he had charged us With miſrepreienting Papiſts, and which | 
had proved, and. he in effect granted to be no miſre;reten- 
tation; he ſeeks about to find out ſome new Freteſtans Miſre- 
preſenters, and fills up ſeveral Pages with Citations out of the 
Manual of Fohbn Archbiſhop of 7rk, Mr. Surclif, rnd others. 
Now in the firſt place he ought to have ſhown, that the di- 
ſtinction between matters of repreſentation and diſpute, by 
which I anfwer'd his own CharaQters, will not qulitify _ 
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Miſrepreſenters alſo, as moſt certainly it will, and a Hundred 
more if he can find them; but he faies not one word of this, 
but only cites their words, and calls it miſrepreſencing. But 
beſides this, he has uſed very foul play to make Miſrepreſenters 
of them , The Archbiſhop only tranſcribes our of Popiſh An- 
thors, and cites his authorities ; the Proteſter ſets all down as 
the Archbiſhops words, without letting his Reader know that 
Papiſts teach theſe things, and that the Archbiſhop only repeats 
chem after them, But beſides concealing the Popiſh authorities 
ro which they refer, he has taken another courſe with Mr. Sut- 
cliff, has ſet down only half ſentences, and concealed both the 
authorities and the reaſons he alledges for what he ſaies, which" 
is in a ſtrict and proper ſenſe to miſrepreſent. All that he 
anſwers to that diſtinction between repreſenting and diſputing, 
which he allows to be good, is this, 11 hat the common people 
do not diſtinguiſh theſe matters, but look upon all to be equal- 
ly the Faith of Pdpiſts ; That is, if they hear any man call the 
worſhip of Images Idolatry, they do as verily think that Papiſts 
believe ldolatry lawful (as he ſaies in his Character) as that they 
worſhip [mages, r:{«m reneats / ard thus much for Repreſenting. 

1 he next diſpute is about the rule of Repreſenting. In 
\ his Introduction to A Pap!ſt Miſrepreſerted, &c. he appeals to 
mt ad the Council of Trent, and Catechiſm ad Parechos ;- this the An- 

Pratiſes of 1werer likes well, but tells him, 2. That he ſhows no authcrity 

the Church of he hath to tmterpret that Rule in hz cn ſenſe, againſt the Doctrine 

Rome truly re- of many others as Zealctts for their Church as himſelf, as he does 

preſented,p.6. ; the Popes Perſonal yr mg ge and the Deprſing Power, which 

—__ he ſaies, are no Articles of Faith, though other zealous Papiſts 
ſay they are, and asks what authority he has to declare the 

BullaPii quar. [ze of :he Council of 1 rent, when the Pope has expreſly forbidden 

ri ſuper con- all Prelates to doit, and reſerved it tothe Apoſtolical See, 2. The 

firm. Concil. Anſwerer tells him, Toat he leaves out, in the ſeveral particulars, 

Trid. an eſſential part of the character of a Papiſt ſince the Council 
of 1'rent, which is, that he doth not only believe the Doctrine 
there defined, to be true, but to be neceſſary to Salvation. 
3- That he never ſets down what it is , which makes any De- 
trine to become a Dottrine of their Church. 4. That he makes uſe 
of the Authority of particular Dives , as delivering the ſenſe of 

thew 
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their Church , when- there are ſo many of greater eAuthority a 

gainſt them : whereas, if we proceed by his owu rule the greater 
number is to carrry it. Theſe were all very material objeCti- 

ons, and did deſerve to be conſidered; but as for the three laſt, . 
he takes no notice of them in his Refleftions, and ſays very lit- 

tle to the firſt, 

The Anſwerer had asked, How the Council of Trent come:- 
to be the Rule and Meaſure of Dofrine to any bere (in Englund ) 
where it was never received? (p. 4.) To this he anſwers in his 
RefleCtions, ( p. 5. ) That the Council of Trent i received herey. 
end all the Catholick World, as to all its Definitions of Faith. 
But I told him in my Reply, (p. 51. ) that the meaning of that 
Queſtion was not, Whether it was owned by private Cathvlicks, 
but by what publick AF of Church or State it had been received in 
England, as it had been in othcr Catholick Countries; and this be- 
- nothing to, and therefore might as well haveler it alone at 

ſ 


I reinforced the Bull of Pope Pzus 4th, againſt any private 
mans interpreting the Council according to- his own private 
Senſe; ſhewed the Reaſon and Policy of it, and what a pres 
ſumption it is for a private man, when their Divines differ in 
their Opinions about any Doctrine, to call one Opinion Po« 
pery Repreſented, and the other Popery Miſrepreſented, as our 
Author has done in the Articles of the Popes perſonal Ins 
fallibility, and the Depoſing Power, as if Bellarmin and. 
Suarez, muſt not paſs for good Catholicks, but for Miſ- 
repreſenters , becauſe they do not believe in theſe Points, 
as our Repreſenter does? and this. he takes no further no- 
tice of. 

Bur to prove that he has not interpreted the Council accor- 
ding to his own private Senſe, he appeals to the Biſhop of Con- 


dom's Expoſition, which is approved by the Pope himſelf, and Reflect. p. 7» 


therefore has rhe Authority of the See Apoſtolick. To this I an- 
ſwered, that Bel/armin's Controverſies had as great an Atteſta- 


tion trom Pope Sixtus 5. as the Biſhop of Condow's from this Reply, p- 44 


preſent Pope ; to which he gives no Anſwer; and I obſerved 
from Cans, that the Popes private Approbation is not the Au- 
thority of the See Apoſtolick, butonly his Judgment, «<©x Cathe» 
dra; and to this he gives no Anſwer, but Shuttles a little about 
a 
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Pavils Prot, a private, malicious, and inconſiderate Judgment, which'I have 


Þ* £3 


Reflect. p 8. 


Reply, P. 47. 


Refl. p. $, 9. 


Rep.p.49, &c 


now anſwered, and makes a new Flouriſh abour the ſeveral 
Tranſlations, and great approbation which has been given 
to this Expoſition, which I have again ſaid ſomething to, tho 
I need not have ſaid any thing, had | before ſeen the Preface 
to the Anſwer to the Biſhop of Condom, and I gueſsour Author 
will never mention it more, and then what becomes of his Cha- 
racters. | 

He denied the Popes Perſonal Infallibility to be an Article of Faith 
becauſe net poſitively determined by any General Council. In anſwer 
to which I cold him, that other Roman Divines did believe it an 
Article of Faith. That the Churches Infallibility was not deter- 
mined by any General Council, no more than the Popes Infal- 
libilicy, and yet was owned by them as an Article of: Faith ; 
that if there be any Infallibility in the Charch, the Pope as the 
Supreme Paſtor, has the faireſt pretence to it. For Infallibili- 
ty ought in reaſon to accompany the greateſt and moſt abſolute 
Power; and this he has paſſed over ſilently. 

Next comes the Depoſing Power, which has as evidently been 
declared in General Councils, as Tranſubſtantiation ; and how 
comes this-to be no Article of Faith? To this he anſwers, 
that it wants an Anathema, and that it is not decreed as 
a Doftrinal point, but as a matter of Diſcipline and Govern- 
ment. 

This I examined at large in my Reply, and he is much con- 
cerned at it, that I put him out of his Repreſenting hamour 
by diſputing ; but he thought himſelf bound in Civility to 


fay ſomething to it, and truly he: has been wonderfully 


Civil, as appears from -what I have already ſaid in Anſwer to 
him. / 
The Arfſwerer in his Introduction had proved the Depoſmg 


. Doctrine on him, from two ſayings of his own, That the orders 


of the (upreme Paſtor are to be obeyed whether infallible or not, and 
that Popes have own'd the Depoſong Dottrine, and ated according 
ro 4t: and others are bound to obey their Orders, and conſe- 


Refl. p 15,16.quently to aft when Popes ſhall require it, according to the 


Depoſing Doctrine : To this he anſwers in his RefleQions, - that 
he only made a compariſon between Civil and Eccleſiaſtical 
Power, and therefore it is as vmjuſt from hence to infer, That all 

T | the 
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*the Orders of the Pope muſt be obey'd, as it would be to ſay, 
that SubjeCts muſt obey their Princes in every thing they com- 
mand, whether it be good or bad : and this 1 told him in my Re- 
ply, 1 would acknowledg to be a goed anſwer, if he would grant the Ren! 
Depoſing Dottrine to be a ſm: But this I ſuppoſe he was unwilling F008 
to do, and therefore we hear no more of this matter, 

in the next place in his RefleQtions be finds great fault with 
the Anſwerers way of proceeding, which 1 reduced to Four 
Heads, 1. That the Anſwerer in ſome Points owns the Dofrine yygq . og 
(which he has Repreſented to be the Faith of a Roman-Catholick) OO 
to be the eſtabliſhed Belief of the Church of England. This I pro- 
ved not to be true, by a particular Examination of thoſe inſtan- 
ces he gave. 2. He charges the Anſwerer with appealing from P. « 
the definitions of their Councils, and ſenſe of their Church, 10 ſome ** © 
expreſſions found in old Maſs» Books, Rituals, &c. This I ſhowed 
allo, that the Anſwerer has not done. 

3+ That be appeals from the Declarations of their Councils, and 
ſenſe of their Church, to ſome external attion, as m caſe of reſpett 
ſhewn to Images and Saints, upon which from our external adoration 
you are willing to conclude us guilty of Idotatry. Whereas he 
thinks we muſt not judg of theſe aFions without reſpett to the in- P. 62, 
tention of the Church who commands them, and of the perſon who 
does them. 4. That he appeals from their Councils and ſenſe of 
their Church, to the ſentiments of their private Authors. Theſe 
Objections [ anſwered at large in my Reply, but he has returned p, 6, 
not one word to any of them, excepting the third, and how he 
has anſwered that, you have already heard. 

This is the new way of anſwering Books a [a-mode of Rome; 
but the greateſt Wits can do no more than the Cauſe will bear, 
tho a little prudence would teach men to ſay nothing in ch a 
Cauſe as will admit of no better a defence. 
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